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The amendments were, on page 1, line 3, to strike out * ac-
counting officers of the Treasury Department” and insert
“ Comptroller General of the United States™; in line 4, to
strike out “are” and insert * he is”; on page 2, line 11, to
strike out-“said accounting officers” and insert *the Comp-
troller General of the United States ™ ; in line 15, to strike out
“ accounting officers ” and insert “ Comptroller General of the
United States™; and In line 17, to strike out “ they " and in-
sert “ he,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, cte., That the Comptroller General of the United
Btates be, and be is bereby, authorized and directed to receive, examine,
and determine the claims of Liberty loan subscribers for losses suffered
bg them by reason of payments on leertiy bond purchases made
through the North Penn Bank of Philadelphla, Pa.; Banta Rosa Na-
tional Bank, Santa Rosa, Calif.; Mineral City Bank, Mineral City.
Ohio; Robbinsdale State Bank, Robbinsdale, Minn.; and Farmers and
Merchants State Bank, Kenmare, N. Dak., for which bonds were not
delivered on account of the fallure of said banks, and t0 determine the
amount of losses actually suffered by each claimant, not exceeding the
amount paid t:i’a them, less all sums paid or to be pald said claimant
upon the liguidation of said banks.

Sec. 2. £t the amount of the loss actually suffered as so ascer-
tained and determined sbhall be certified by the Comptroller General of
the United States to the Secretary of the Treasury, who shall pay the
same to said claimants out of any money in the Treazuuéy not otgerwlm
npfroprinte-d. Raid Comptroller Gene of the United States may also,
before the final liguidation of sald banks, whenever he can determine
the approximate amount to be paid to clalmants hereunder, certify the
same to the Secretary of the Treasury, who shall thereupon have power
to pay clalmant such sum, upon the claimant assigning to the sald
Secretary for the benefit of the United States all interest he may have
in any additional sum which may become payable to such claimant
from said banks or the recelver thereof on account of his payment for
such Liberty bonds: Provided, however, That no payment hereunder
shall be glven to any claimant found to be a director or officer of the
failed banks at the time he became a subscriber for such bonds,

The Secretary of the Treasury shall have no power to act upgp any
c;aim hereunder not presented within six months after the passage of
this act.

The amendments were agreed fo.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bili
to be read a third time,

The bill was read the third time and passed.

INDIAN SCHOOL NEAR TOMAM, WIS,

Mr. SPENCER. From the Committee on Indian Affairs I re-
port back favorably, without amendment, House bill 10957, to re-
build the school building of the Indian school near Tomah, Wis,

This bill is to replace an Indian school at Tomah, Wis,,
which burned down in February. It is a nonreservation
school, and accommodates about 300 pupils. The department is
very anxious to commence the rebuilding of the school, so that
it may be finished in time for the faull term, and I ask unani-
mous consent for the present consideration of the bill.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, did we not consider thaf in
connection with the Indian appropriation bill?

Mr, SPENCER, No; it was another one. 1 thought we did,
and I went down to investigate it. It was another building in
the Northwest ; it was not this one,

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the amount of the appropriation?

Mr. SPENCER. About $50,000.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Does this bill make an appro-
priation?

Mr. SPENCER. No; this is a House bill, and, in the lan-
guage of the bill, it authorizes the appropriation to be made.

Mr. ROBINSON. The fund will actually be appropriated
through the Appropriations Committee on this authorization?

Mr. SPENCER. It will.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres-
ent consideration of the bill? 2

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Commitfee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as
follows:

Be it enacted, eto., That the Becretnr{, of the Interior be, and he is
hereby, authorized to eaunse the school building of the Ind School,
recently destroyed by fire, near Tomah, Wis.,, to be rebuilt upon the
ground and site now owned by the Government, and refurnished in such
manner as to meet the present needs of the said school as well as such
needs as may reasonably arise in the future, at a cost not to exceed
50,000, including heating, ventilating, plumbing, ete., which may be

cident to said rebuilding.

Sgc, 2. That the sum of $50,000 is hereby authorized to be appro-
rianted, out of any mone‘{ in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
or the purposes aforesaid.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
EXECUTIVE SESSION.
Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of executive business.
The motlon was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business, After five minutes spent

AUTHENTICATED
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in executive session the doors were reopened and (at 5 o’clock.
and 47 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously
made, took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday, July 20, 1922,
at 11 o'clock a. m,

NOMINATIONS.

Erecutive nominations received by the Senate July 19 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922.
REGISTERS OF THE LAND OFFICE.
Claude €. Turner, of North Dakota, to be register of the land
office at Dickinson, N, Dak.
Robert E. Patterson, of Minnesota, to be register of the land
office at Duluth, Minn,

CONFIRMATIONS,
Ezeculive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 19 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922,
ASSISTANT APPRAISER OF MERCHANDISE,
Laird Curtin to be assistant appraiser of merchandise in cus-
toms collection district No. 11, Philadelphia, Pa,
REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE,
ILdwin E. Winters to be register of land office at Montgomery,
Ala,

POSTMASTERS,
NEW YORK.
Pearla S. Kling, Albany.
George M, Edsall, Nanuet, .
PENNSYLVANIA,

Malcolm F. Clark, Coudersport.
Elmer G. Curn\.vell. Mansfield.

REJECTION,

Rrecutive nomination rejected by the Senate July 19 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922,

POSTMASTER.
Lawson J. Pritchard to be postmaster at Tennille, Ga,

SENATE.
Tuurspay, July 20, 1922.
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m,, on the expiration of the
recess.

Mr, UNDERWOOD obtained the floor.

Mr. NORRIS, Will the Senator from Alabama perwmif me to
submit a report, as I am about to leave the city?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield for that purpose.

THE MUSCLE BHOALS PROJECT,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
report a joint resolution on the Muscle Shoals proposition from
the majority of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 227) rejecting bids for the
acquisition of Muscle Shoals was read twice by its title.

Mr. NORRIS. I ask that the accompanying report (No.
831) be printed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report will be printed
under the rule.

Mr, NORRIS. The report also expresses the views of the
minority on the bill (8. 3420) to provide for the manufacture
of explosives for the use of the Army and Navy, to provide for
the manufacture of fertilizer for agricultural purposes, to in-
corporate the Federal Chemical Corporation, and for other pur-
poses. Later on, I understand, there will be a minority report
made by other members of the committee on the Ford offer and
an adverse majority report on Senate bill 8420.

Mr. ROBINSON. May I ask the Senator what is the minor-
ity report that he is presenting? I understand that he is pre-
senting a majority report relating to Muscle Shoals and the
propositions which have been submitted concerning it.

Mr. NORRIS. In the same report there are some views ex-
pressed by a minority, naming who they are, with reference to
the bill. On that bill there will be a majority report later
on; I do not know when; but that is understood in the com-
mittee,
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Mr. UNDERWOOD, I suggest that the Senator from Ne-
braska ask unaimous consent that the minority may have an
opportunity to present their views.

Mr. NORRIS. I shall be glad to have that included in my
request.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is ordered as requested.

Mr. NORRIS. I ask that the joint resolution may go to the
calendar,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The joint resolution will be
placed on the calendar.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, there seems to be so very much
interest in the matter of all the reports bearing upon the ques-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that all the reports, when they
are presented, may be printed together as a Senate document.

Mr. ROBINSON, I think that is a good suggestion. It will
avoid confusion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Without objection, it is so
ordered. ¥

CLATMS AGAINST GERMANY.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, President, it may be recalled that
during the war I introduced an amendment to the trading with
the enemy act which allowed the Alien Property Custodian to
sell the property taken from the German enemy.

The treaty of Versallles, as well as the separate treaty of
peiace, contemplated that the German property in our hands
should be used as a pledge to secure the settlement of Ameri-
can claims against Germany. It has been nearly three years
since President Wilson brought the Versailles treaty back to
the United States and more than a year has elapsed since the
separate treaty of peace with Germany was declared. So far
as | know, no step has been taken by this Government to pro-
tect American claimants and to provide for the liquidation of
their claims.

We hear a great deal about the just rights of the German
claimants to the funds in the hands of the Alien Property Cus-
todian, and various bills have been introduced to return the
property to them; and I think it about time that something
was done to reimburse the American citizens for their just
wnd proper claims against the German Government. At the
rate at which the claims have been allowed against the funds
in the hands of the Alien Property Custodian, it is doubtful if
there will be enough property left to secure American claims
unless prompt action is taken.

I therefore ask unanimous consent at this time to introduce
a bill to amend an act entitled “An act to define, regulate, and
punish trading with the enemy, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved October 6, 1917, as amended, so that the American claim-
ants may have a tribunal in which to present their claims; and
I shall insist, so far as I am able to do so, that the bill shall
have early consideration,

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, of course I have no objec-
tion to the request of the Senator from Alabama. Will the
Senator from Alabama state whether any arrangement has so
far been made for the adjustment of claims of American citi-
zeng growing out of the sinking of the Lusitania?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is included in the bill which I
introduce. Nothing has been done up to this time.

Mr. ROBINSON. Nothing whatever?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. No; but this will give an opportunity
to the families and representatives of those who were mur-
dered in the sinking of the Lusitania to present their claims,

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the reason, if the Senator knows,
why the delay has occurred? Why has no action been taken
to adjust those claims?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can not give the Senator any reason,
because I do not know of any. It was contemplated and ex-
pressly stated in the treaty of Versailles that the property in
the hands of the Alien Property Custodian should be h&ld in
trust by the United States Government to secure the payment
of those claims. The provisions of the treaty of Versailles in
reference to these claims and this property were made a part
of the separate treaty of peace with Germany.

As T stated a moment ago, more than a year has passed since
that time and no effort, so far as I know, has been made to
give the American claimants an opportunity to state their cases
and prove their claims. I did not act in the matter before,
beciuse I felt that it was a subject which primarily rested in
the hands of the party in power, but as no one has taken any
action, I feel that I should not wait longer., Therefore I have
presented the bill which I have asked unanimous consent to be
allowed to introduce at this time and to have it referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary in order that some action may be
taken in the matter,

Mr, ROBINSON. I am very glad the Senator has moved in
the matter. The delay which has already occurred is incom-
prehensible to me, and I wish some one wonld explain why ne
action has been taken to adjust these claims. The conditions
under which the claims arose are of such a nature that the
claims can not be disputed, and it becomes a mere matter of
adjustment. Why, I inquire of other Senators, has no action
been taken?

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, T think I can give the

Senator a little information on the subject.

Mr. ROBINSON. I shall be very glad to have it.

Mr. POMERENE., 1 may say that I have felt about it just
as both the Senator from Alabama and the Senator from
Arkansas have expressed themselves. Some of the claimants
live in my own State. I have had a number of conferences
with the attorneys representing those claimants as well as
other claimants, and I think I may state without any impro-
priety we have had the matter up with the State Department.
I know there was some delay, perhaps due to the fact that the
ambassador from this country to Germany had not been earlier
appointed. The matter is being considered by the State De-
partment, I think that negotiations are going on now between
the Governments looking to some plan with respect to a settle-
ment of the claims.

Mr. ROBINSON. In this connection T will gay I have not
understood nor do I understand now that adjustment of the
claims is dependent upon diplomatic procedure alone or upon
the appointment of diplomatic representatives between the two
Governments. As stated by the Senator from Alabama, the
Versailles treaty contemplated some settlement of these claims.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the Senator will allow me, the ques-
tion has really passed beyond the domain of international con-
sideration, because Germany has made a treaty recognizing the
disposition of this property. If Senators will examine the
testimony of Mr. Bradley Palmer before the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate, when the Versailles treaty
was before that committee, they will see that his testimony
bears out my statement. Mr. Palmer, by the way, is one of
the ablest lawyers in Boston. He represented the Alien Prop-
erty Custodian at Paris when the Versailles treaty wag written.
He is largely respongible for the clauses in the Versailles treaty
which relate to this question.

Mr. Palmer stated, without contradiction, when that treaty
was before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, that
the Germans had surrendered their right of disposition and
determination of these matters to the Congress of the United
States, and that it was the duty of the Congress to determine
what disposition should be made in reference to them. It is
no longer a question, in other words, for diplomatic negotiation.
If the State Department seek to invade this question by fur-
ther diplomatic correspondence, they will be going in the teeth
of their own treaty, which has already, under a contract with
Germany, relegated this matter to the absolute control of the
Congress of the United States. The Congress of the United
States, if it allows the matter to proceed in that way, will
be avoiding its plain duty to American citizens and passing the
right to determine this question to somebody else when it has
now, as a matter of treaty right, been put finally in the hands
of Congress,

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, may I inquire what effect
this will have on the provision of the treaty of Versailles, we
not having entered into that treaty? It has been contended
here on the floor—

Mr, UNDERWOOD. The Senator evidently did not under-
stand me. I said the treaty of Versailles provided for it, and
then when we made a separate treaty of peace with Germany
there were certain articles in the treaty of Versailles which
were continued and referred to and accepted by Germany.

Mr, ROBINSON. And that relating to claims was one of
them.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It was one of them.

Mr. ROBINSON. It was one of the primary benefits which
would acerue to the Government of the United States and its
citizens as presented by the advocates of the treaty which we
finally agreed to with the German Government.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It was one of the reasons why I voted
for the ratification of the German treaty.

Mr. OVERMAN. That was my understanding also, but the
Senator will remember that it has been contended on the floor
of the Senate that the property was selzed from certain na-
tionals of Germany and that we really had no right to give
away the property seized from their nationals, because under
a former treaty it should be held in trust for their nationals
rather than for the German Government.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will state to the Senator, in the first
place, that only governments have a right to speak for their
nationals, and governments from fime immemorial have always
spoken for their nationals and committed their nationals. But
that is not an open question. The guestion has been taken to
the Supreme Court as to whether the trading with the enemy
act and the amendment I proposed to it were in violation of
the former treaty with Prussia, and the Supreme Court of the
United States held that the Prussian treaty did not apply in
this case, that it only related to merchants residing in the
United States, that the property of merchants residing in the

United States was not touched, and that it did not relate to |

nationals in the enemy country.

Mr. POMERENE. If the Senator will allow me, I think in
a general way he has stated the position accurately, but this
question arose: It might be a question between this Govern-
ment and Germany, to use figures only by way of illustration,
as to whether the German Government owed $1,000,000 or $100,-
000,000. That has to be determined in some way.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly.

Mr. POMERENE. It will probably be determined by a com-
mission. I intended to say, though perhaps I did not make
myself clear, that those are the questions engaging the atten-
tion of the State Department.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly; but under the treaties it
is left to the Congress to provide the tribumal in which to
determine the question of the amount involved. It is not left
to future diplomatic arrangements. Those have already been
settled. Therefore I say the Cengress is derelict in its duty
to the representatives of those American citizens who lost their
lives and property by the violent conduct of our late German
enemies unless we take some aetion immediately providing a
flrilu:;)-al in which the cases arising out of those losses may be

ear

I ask that the bill which I have introduced may be referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the
introduction of the bill at this time? The Chair hears none.
The bill will be received and referred.

The bill (8. 8852) to amend an act entitled “An act to define,
regulate, and punish trading with the ememy, and for other
purposes,” approved October 6, 1917, as amended, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I wish to present an-
other request. I have prepared, because of the importance of
the bill, a statement for the press analyzing the bill. I ask
unanimous consent that I may have printed in the Recverp in
8-point type, in connection with my remarks, the statement to
whieh -I refer.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The statement referred to is as follows:

STATEMENT FOR THE PRESS.

“ Senator UnpErwoop, of Alabama, to-day introduced the first
bill to provide fer the payment of American claims against
Germany. It is a comprehensive measure which makes disposi-
tion of all the German property in this country taken over by
the Alien Property Custodian and the proceeds of the sales of
such property. American claims are to be adjudicated by a
commission and, unless they are otherwise satisfled, paid eut
of the German property in accordance with the provisions of the
Versailles treaty and the separate treaty of peace beftween the
United States and Germany. Senator Unperwoobd’s bill pro-
vides for a commission to be known as the enemy property
claims commission, te be composed of six commissioners to be
appointed by the President by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate. It will sit in Washington, have practically
all the powers of a United States court to settle and deter-
mine all elaims made by the Government of the United States
and by American citizens against Germany, growing out of the
destruction of life or property or otherwise before and after
we entered the war, which were secured by the treaties men-
tioned, and all claims of German subjects for the return of
property taken over by the Alien Property Custodian. The
German property in the hands of the United States is to be
classified and American claims paid out of the several classes
of property in their order, each class to be exhmusted before
the funds of another class are touched. Under this plan the
property of the German Government itself will be first used
to pay American claims and only when that is exhausted will
the property of German subjects be used to satisfy American
claims. Claims of American citizens against Germany have
been filed with the State Department to the amount of nearly
$1,000,000,000. Some of these claims may be exaggerated, but

it is believed that just and proper claims smount to at least

“ The bill provides for the filing of claims as follows :

“8SEc. 20, (a) The following shall be deemed claimants of
the first class hereunder:

“(1) Any citizen of the United States who has suffered
damage growing out of acts committed by the German Govern-
ment or by any German authorities since July 81, 1914, and
prior to April 6, 1917, or by the Austro-Hungarian Government
or by any Austrian or Hungarian authorities since July 28,
1014, and prior to December 7, 1917 ;

“(2) Any civilian citizen of the United States who suffered
damages by injury or who, as surviving dependent, suffered
damages by personal injury to or death of civilians, caused by
acts of war, including bombardments or other attacks on land,
on gea, or from the air, and all direct consequences thereof, and
of all operations of war by the two groups of belligerents
wherever arising;

“(3) Any civilian citizen of the United States who suffered
damage caused by Germany or her allies as a victim of acts of
cruelty, violence, or maltreatment (including injuries fo life
or health as a consequence of imprisonment, deportation, intern-
ment, or evacuation, of exposure at sea, or being forced to labor),
wherever arising, or who, as surviving dependent of any such
civilian wvictim, suffered damage;

"“(4) Any civilian citizen of the United States who suffered
damage caused by Germany or her allies in their own territory,
or in occupied or invaded territory, as a victim of all acts in-
Jurious to health or capacity to work, or to honor, or whe, as a
surviving dependent of any such civilian victim, suffered dam-
age;

“(5) Any citizen of the United States or any person serving
in the military, naval, or air forces thereof who suffered dam-
age caused by any kind of maltreatment by Germany or her
allies as prisoners of war; and

“(6) Any civilian citizen of the United States who suffered
damage caused by being forced by Germany or her allies to
labor without just remuneration:

a “(b) The following shall be deemed claimants of the second
ass:

“(1) Any citizen of the United States who guffered damage
or injury inflicted on his property rights or interests, including
any company or association in which he may be interested, in
German territory as it existed August 1, 1914, or in the territory
of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire by the application by
such nations of either of the exceptional war measures or meas-
ures of transfer mentioned in paragraphs 1 and 3 of the an-
nexes to section 4, entitled * Property rights and interests,’ of
the treaties of Versailles, Trianon, and St. Germain-en-Laye,
respectively ;

“(2) Any citizen of the United States who has suffered dam-
age in respect of all property, wherever situated, belonging to
him, with the exception of naval and military works or mate-
rials, which has been carried off, seized, injured, or destroyed
by the acts of Germany or her allies on land, on sea, or from,
the air, or damage directly in consequence of hostilities or of
any operations of war; and

“(3) Any citizen of the United -States who has suffered
through the acts of the Imperial German Government or its

‘agents or the Imperial and Royal Austro-Hungarian Govern-

ment or its agents gince July 31, 1914, loss, damage, or injury
to his person or property, directly or indirectly, whether through
the ownership of shares of stock in German, Austro-Hungarian,

‘American, or other corporations, or in consequence of hostilities,

or of any operations of war, or otherwise, not hereinbefore enu-
merated.

“(e¢) The following shall be deemed claimants of the third
class:

“(1¥ The Government of the United States, representing the
people thereof, for damage caused to the people thereof, for all
its pensions or compensation in the nature of pensions to its naval
or military victims of war—including members of its air
force—whether mutilated, wounded, sick, or invalided, and to
the dependents of such victims, the amount due being cal-
culated for each of them as being the capitalized cost of such
pensions and compensation on the basis of the scales In force
in France as to Germany at the date of November 11, 1921,
and as to Austria and Hungary at the date of May 1, 1919;

“{2) The Government of the United States for the cost of
assistance by such Gevernment to prisoners of war and to their
families and dependents;

“(3) The Government of the United States for allowances by
such Government to the families and dependents of mobilized
persons or persons serving with its forces, the amount due to
them for each calendar year imr which hostilities occurred being
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calculated for the Government on the basis of the average

scale for such payments in force in France during that year;
“(4) The Government of the United States for damage in

respect of property wherever situated belonging to it, with the

exception of naval and military works or materials which has |

been carried off, seized. injured, or destroyed by the acts of

Germany or her allies on land, on sea, or from the air, or

tions of war; and

“(5) The representatives of any clvilian population of the
United States which suffered damage in the form of levies,
fines, and other similar exactions imposed upon them by Ger-
many or her allies.”

Mr. LODGE. Mr. Presldent, unfortunately I was not present
when the Senator from Alabama introduced his bill, and I
should like to ask him just what the purpose of the bill is.
As I understand, it relates to the claims of American citizens
against the German Government.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The bill proposes to authorize the Presi-
dent to appoint a commission, and gives them the usual aun-
thority vested in such commissions, fellowing to a large extent
the powers which were given to the Spanish Claims Commis-
gion, with which the Senator from Massachusetts is familiar.
The bill also provides that the commission shall have two years
in which to hear these claims and determine the amounts and
values thereof, and that the time of two years may be ex-
tended for six months at a time if the President finds it desir-
able to extend the time. A distinct limitation is placed upon
the powers of the commission ; but it is given the right to make
a final adjudication of all these claims unless the commission
cerfifies the question as being a matter of so much importance
that it should be decided by the Supreme Court, and then it
may be decided by the Supreme Court.

Mr. LODGE. Does the Senator’s bill provide for a wholly
American commission?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It would be entirely an American
commission, because the claims of which it would have juris-
dietion would be American claims.

As the Senator from Massachusetts will recall, Mr. Bradley
Palmer stated before the Committee on Foreign Relations
that under the terms of the Versailles treaty Germany had
consented that this whole matter should be submitted to the
determination of the Congress of the United States, and those
clauses of the Versailles treaty were ratified in the separate
treaty of peace with Germany, for which the Senator from
Massachusetts and I both voted.

The matter, therefore, is within the power -of Congress.
Purely American claimg are involved. The German Govern-
ment, committing its nationals, has consented that Congress
shall determine the matter. In introducing the bill of course
I recognize that Congress must determine what action it will
take. The bill only expresses my view as to the lines on which
the question should be determined; but more than a year has
passed by since our treaty of peace with Germany was signed,
and I think the time has come when Congress should act. As
the Senator from Massachusetts remembers, Mr, Palmer, who
is one of the ablest lawyers in his State, and represented our
Government at Paris in this matter, stated without contradic-
tion before the Committee on Foreign Relations that the deter-
mination of this question rested in the Congress of the United
States.

Mr. LODGE. I have no question of the power of Congress to
deal with any question connected with those claims, but I had
supposed that the matter could be settled by an agreement with
Germany under the treaty of peace,

Mr, UNDERWOOD. It could not be settled with Germany
without our making another treaty, because the present treaty
is the law of the land, and that treaty contemplates that this

guestion shall be determined by Congress, although, of course, |
the President could negotiate another treaty with Germany, |

wiping out the terms of the existing treaty and establishing
new treaty rights.

So far as I am concerned, I have no bitterness against our
late German enemies, I diave no feeling of that kind, but it
would be far from my disposition to see the heirs of the people
who were murdered in the sinking of the Lusifania go before a

Mr. LODGE. I know him.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Who represented our ‘Government in
connection with all of this property at Versailles and wrote
the article in reference to this matter in the treaty of Ver-
sailles——

Mr. LODGE. Yes; I remember his examination before the

| committee very well,
damage directly in consequence of hostilities or of any opera-

Mr, UNDERWOOD, Stated, without contradiction before the
Senator’s committee, that this was now a question for the de-
termination of the Congress and not for the determination of
anybody else.

M. LODGE. The Senator’s plan is that we should have a
commigsion to determine the claims and present them as Gov-
ernment claims?

Mr. UNDERWOOD, The bill provides for a commission to
determine our rights in the matter, to fix the amount of the
claims, decide whether they are equitable and lawful, and to
certify them. Then it gives the German Government an oppor-
tunity to pay them if it will; and if the German Government
then refuses to pay them, the bill proposes to make the property
which is now in our hands, which has been taken by the Alien
Property Custodian, subject to the payment of the claims,

Mr. LODGE. I have no objection to the bill. I merely
wished to understand it.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, do I understand that the bill
introduced by the Senator from Alabama contemplates, in case
the German Government does not pay these claims, that we
may confiscate the individual property of German nationals
which has been seized by us and devote its proceeds to their
payment?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. We confiscated that property in March.
1918, when we adopted the amendment which I proposed to the

| trading with the enemy act by the vote of every Senator who

was then present, except one, and by a unanimous vote of the

| House of Representatives; but the question of confiscation no

longer exists, because, under the treaties which have already
been made, the German Government, speaking for itself and its
nationals, has conceded that this property may be used to pay
these claims if the German Government does not pay them.

Mr. BORAH. But what the German Government concedes
and what we are in honor bound to do, and as a matter of wise
policy should do, are two entirely different propositions.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, I agree with the Senator in
his main statement, but not in his inference, becanse I think
that if Congress is in honor bound to do anything, it is in honor
bound to protect the rights of American citizens who had their
property and their lives ruthlessly destroyed by an enemy
Government. For us to say that we owe anything to the people
who at that time, in March, 1918, were dropping bombs on
London from airplanes, destroying private property, murder-
ing innocent citizens, ‘and who from a distance of 75 miles
were firing cannon upon Paris, not for military purposes but

| for the purpose of terrorizing innocent citizens in the heart of
| Paris—to say that the Congress of the United States is in
| honor bound to protect the rights of the ecitizens of that Gov-

mixed tribunal to determine whether or not they had a legal |
| They depredated the property and destroyed the lives of inno-

Mr. LODGE. I myself should never assent to that, It is only |
a question, as I understand, of settling amounts; and the Sena-

claim against the German Government or its nationals.

tor's idea is that that can be done by our own commission.

Alr. UNDERWOOD. Unquestionably. I do not rest this con-
tention on my own statement, but, as I stated, Mr. Palmer, a
Republican, not a Demoerat, an able lawyer in the Senator's
own State, whom he knows well—

ernment rather than the rights of American citizens is not at
all in accord with my viewpoint on the subject.

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President, I do not disagree with the Sena-
tor from Alabama at all that Congress is in honor bound to
protect the rights of American citizens; but it is in honor bound
to protect them in an honorable way, and, in my judgment, it
would not be an honorable way to protect them by confiscating,
because of the depredations of the Government of their country,
the individual property of those Germans who invested in this
country,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I want to state to the Senator that
there is no man on the floor of the Senate for whose opinions
and independence of judgment on the great questions that come
before the Senate I have more respect than I have for those of
the Sgnator from Idaho, but I differ absolutely with him on
this question. The old prineciple of international law that an
invading army should respect the property of the citizens of the
counfry in which the army advanced was right in its day and
time, but to-day peoples make war against other peoples. Ger-

| many could not have sustained herself for a year if the people

of Germany had not been behind the German Government.

cent people, including our own nationals and those of our
allies, miles behind the lines, where there was no military

| operation proceeding. They even went to the extent when Hin-

denburg made his retreat of destroying the forests of the
French peasants. To say, since we took this property, as we
did, as an act of war, that we arve under any obligation to re-

| turn it to those people who destroyed our people and our allies’
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property, it seems to me goes a long way beyond the ethics of
the case.

Mr. BORAH, Mr. President, the doctrine for which I con-
tend is one which we have been advocating ever since we have
been a Government. We have been pioneers in presenting and
insisting upon that doctrine. We have written it in treaties,
we have written it in the decisions of our courts, and we have
sueceeded in writing it into international law. I do not think
that we are in a position to controvert the proposition at this
time. We can protect our citizens in their rights without de-
stroying the doctrine for which we have been contending for a
hundred years, a doctrine sound in justice and wise as a mat-
ter of expediency.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator 1s right, of course, that in
the early days we did eontend for it, and that doctrine was
embodied in international law, but when the great World War
broke out, when war was made under sea and in the air against
citizens and not against armies, that principle of international
law was relegated to the rear, and the Congress itself aban-
doned it when it voted for the amendment which I offered on
this floor in March, 1918, to confiscate this enemy property.
I do not know whether or not the Senator was present in the
Senate when the vote was taken, but if he was he voted for
the amendment, because there was but one vote in the Senate
east against it on a roll call, and that was not the vote of the
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the statement made
by the Senator——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield ; and if so, to whom?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I was discussing the question with the
Senator from Idaho, and I will yield first to him, if the Senator
from Montana will pardon me.

Mr. BORAH, I was only going to say that I do not remem-
ber the vote on the particular amendment to which the Sena-
tor has reference, but I do know the comstruction which was
placed upon that act in the debate in the House and in the
Senate and in the report of the Senate committee, and it was
not that of confiscation at all, and we so understood it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the Senator will allow me, when the
amendment was presented in the Senate I made a short state-
ment on the floor, and I said then that I regarded the act of taking
and selling this property as a war act and one of the strongest
blows that we could aim against Germany and its nationals to
affect their morale behind the lines, and I believe it was. Bo
there is no question about the position which I took.

Mr. BORAH. I am satisfied that there is no doubt as to the
position which the Senator occupied or as to his individual
views, but I think, if the Senator will recur to the debate and
the report of the committee, he will have no trouble in arriving
at the conclusion that there were quite a number of Senators
who entertained an entirely different view as to the effect and
purpose of that act.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Where the Senator is making the mis-
take is in his recolleetion. The trading with the enemy act
was passed in 1917, if I recollect aright. That act was re-
ported from the J udidnry Committee and there was considerable
debate om it, and under it the Allen Property Custodian was
directed to take this property and to hold it in trust for the
German owners. That is the debate the Senator is thinking
about; but in March, 1918, I proposed an amendment which
wiped out that idea entirely. I proposed the amendment as an
act of war.

Mr, OVERMAN. Mr. President, was not that amendment
put on a defieiency appropriation bill

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It was put on an appropriation bill,
but it eame up on the floor of the Senate and was not reporeed
from a committee. The only report that was made was the
speech which I made on the subject. There was very little de-
bate on it, but it was clearly stated when I presented it that
it was a reprisal against the German Government and its na-
tionals as an act of war.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, was it a confiscatory
amendment ?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; it took this property and author-
ized its sale.

Mr, BRANDEGEE. Instead of the trusteeship provided for
in the original act?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; it wiped out the idea of a trustee-
ship.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Smtor from Ala-
bama yield to the Semator from Montana?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I rose because I find myself in
entire disagreement with the Senmator from Alabama with re-
spect to the purpose and effect of the act to which he refers.
I shall regard it as most extraordinary if the Senate or the
Congress of the United States shall let it be understood that
we have already resolved to confiscate and have confiscated
this property. The fact about the matter, as has been indi-
cated, is that the act originally provided that the Alien Prop-
erty Custodian should possess himself of these German inter-
ests and hold them in trust subject to further direction of
Congress, He was authorized in the original act to sell and
dispose of property that was perishable in character; but the
avails of the property thus disposed of became trust funds in
his hands in exactly the same manner as the property origi-
nally was, subject to the disposition of Congress.

In the spring of 1918 the amendment referred to by the
Senator from Alabama was enacted by Congress. That, if I
have any just conception whatever of its provisions, was not
a confiscatory statute at all. It simply extended the powers
of the Alien Property Custodian with reference to the sale
and disposition of the property. He originally was restricted
in his powers of sale to property that was perishable in char-
acter, and only such as was perishable in character. It was
conceived that it would be unwise to allow the great industrial
plants which had been built up in this country by German
capital to go back into German hands after the war was over;
and Congress resolved to put that property in such shape as
that those particular industrial properties should not go back
into German hands, and they authorized the Alien Property
Custodian to dispoae of those properties, and he now holds the
avails of those properties, cash instead of factories and lands
and stocks and that sort of thing. The Allen Property Cus-
todian holds that cash, subject to such disposition as the Con-
gress may at any time see fit to make with respect to it; and
when the time comes there are some of us, I am sure, who will
desire to be heard upon the propriety—indeed, Mr. President,
the wisdom—of appropriating this property to the satisfaction
of just claims of our citizens, not against the owners of this
property but against the German Government.

Mr. BRANDEGEE., Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana, If the Senator will pardon me,
I merely desire to add that it becomes a matter of more sig-
nificance, of more importance, of more deep-seated importance,
to the people of the United States at this time than perhaps at
any other time in our history. Capital is going from our coun-
try into investments in all the countries of the world in quan-
tities that were never thought of before in our history. Shall
we now recede from the position we took, and, in the event of
our unfortunately getfing entangled in war with some of these
countries into which American capital is now going, shall we
give them a precedent for the confiscation of that property,
or shall we adhere to the time-honored principle that has char-
acterized our foreign relations upon this subject up to the
present time?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit
an interruption in that connection?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 yield for a question. I desire to
answer what the Senator from Montana has said.

Mr. BRANDEGEE., Yes; I do not want to answer him. I
just want te ask him a question in connection with what he
has just said, and it is this: No matter what the previous
Congresses may have had in mind about the taking of this
property and as to its ultimate disposition, no matter whether
it has been converted into cash or not, no matter whether at
one time they may have considered that they were confiscating
it and at another time perhaps that they were holding it as
trustee, the final act of Congress in relation to it was that it
should be held subject to the future disposition of Congress,
was it not? So that to-day the whole question is before us
to decide what the poliey of Congreas shall be with relation
to this property.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, 1 will answer the Senator’s question
from the standpoint of this bill. He is clearly right in his
contention that the Congress has the power of disposition and
can return this property to its German owne.s -if it desires to
do so. I favor the American citizen and not the German citi-
zen, but it is clearly within the power of Congress; and I have
had the bill referred to a committee of which the distingnished
Senator frem Montana and the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut are both honored members—the Judiciary Com-
mittee—where they will have full and free opportunity to
consider it.
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I think, however, that the Senator is wrong in his viewpoint

as to what the condition is now. If he desires to say that we

shall return this property, and he ecan command the votes of | Bt

a majority of the Congress in favor of giving it back to the
German nationals, T concede that the Congress can do so.
can give away anything, as it gave $20,000,000 to Russia a
ghort time ago; but the Senator, I think, has in mind in mak-
ing his statement the viewpoint of the trading with the enemy
act as originally reported from the Judiciary Committee. If,

however, he will refer to what I said when I reported the

amendment to authorize the taking of all of this property and
selling it, except the patents, he will see that I. stated that it
contemplated an act of war. That is a very different proposi-
tion from_ hoiding the property as trustee; but I want to say
to the Senator in addition to that, not for the purpose of con-
troverting his viewpoint but to call attention to the fact that
when I originally proposed the amendment—which was adopted
by the vote of every Senator in this Chamber who voted, ex-
cept one—authorizing the Alien Property Custedian to take
this property and sell it and put the money in the Treasury of
the United States and afterwards invest it in Liberty bends,
inadvertently I left out of my amendment the power to seil
the patents, It never entered my mind that the patents did
not constitute a destructible property. It was not a property
that had to be taken care of. There was no occasion for sell-
ing the patents, except to take them away from their German
owners. Subsequently to the time when I offered my amend-
mert—I do not remember who it came from—some one
offered a proposal here, either a bill or amendment, and the
Congress passed it, authorizing the President of the United
States to take over and confiscate the patents.

As to the guestion to which the Senator refers about our
making investments the world over, that is a question that the
great merchants may consider. I look at these guestions from
a standpoint of lasting peace; and I believe to-day that if the
German junkers—I am not referring to the plain people of
Germany, but I am talking of the millionaires who sat behind
the Emperor and gave him the pecuniary power to pursue the
ruthless war that cost us thousands of lives and billions of
dollars—if the ruthless junker class of Germany had known
when they started into this war that under international law
their individual property was subject to confiscation, they
would have hesitated on the brink. I believe to-day that the
best bond that can be given by the great nations of the world
to maintain peace is to abandon the idea that the great wealth
of the world shall be protected in time of war, and let the
man know who puts up the dollars to fight wars that if he
goes to war his own dollars are subject to confiscation as well
as the lives of his neighbors' sons.

Mr. WALSH of Montana., Mr. President, there are no doubt
two sides to that question, and in due time we will consider
both of them; but for the present I have before me the act of
March 28, 1918, and I think there ean be no doubt whatever,
, from the reading of the language of the law, what the purpose

of the Congress in the matter was.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator must read the language of
the law in connection with the remarks I made when I pre-
sented the amendment to the Senate.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Yes; but unfortunately, as the
Senator knows, there is a rule which forbids us from paying
very much attention to debates in construing statutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The debates may not be admissible in
construing statutes, but when you come down to the legal
point we have passed that. That is no longer an issue. The
German Government has made a treaty authorizing us to take
this property and pay our nationals with it. It is a treaty right
existing between the two Governments. If you put it on the
strict legal basis, the meaning of the language, whether we
confiscated it or not is not of importance, because they have
signed the treaty of Berlin, which has been ratified by both
‘Governments, and they have consented that we may take this
property to pay our own mationals,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am simply concerned in the
question as to whether or not we have actually confiscated this
property. This was the statute:
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S0 he continues the common-law frustee of the avails, just as
be was of the original property.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Has the Senator from Alabama askei
to have printed in the Recorp the bill which has just been
introduced by him?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. T asked to have a synopsis of the bill
printed in the Recorp, and I have no objection to having the
bill printed in the Rrcorp.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I would like to have it printed in the
Recorp, so that everybody interested may know what it is.

Mr, UNDERWOOD, I ask that it may be printed in the
Recozp in 8-point fype.

There being no objection, the bill was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp in S-point type, as follows:

A blll (8 3352) to amend an act entitled “An act to define, regulate,
punish tra f with the enemy, and for other purposes,” ap-
pmted October B, 917, as amended.

Be it enacted, ete., That an act entitled “An act to define,
regulate, and pumah trarlmg with the enermy, and for other pur-
poses,” approved October 6, 1917, as amended, be, and hereby is,
amended by adding ther eto the following sections:

“Rec. 20, (a) A commission is hereby created and estab-
lished, to be known as the enemy property claims commission,
heremnfter referred to as the commisgion, which shall be com-
posed of six commissioners, all of whom shall be learned in the
law, who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate. No more than three of the
commissioners ghall be appointed from the same political party.
One of said commissioners shall be designated by the terms of
his appointment to be the president of the commission.

*“(b) The President of the United States, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, shall fill all vacancies which
may occur in said eommission,

“(e) Any commissioner may be removed by the President
for inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office.

“(d) Each of the members of the cominission, the Assistant
Attorney General, the attorneys, and the clerk provided herein
shall be citizens of the United States, and shall take the eath
of office prescribed by law to be taken by officers of the United
States.

“(e) The commission shall have a seal with such device as
it may order.

“(f) The commission may sit as a whole or in two divisions,
each composed of three members of the commission. The com-
mission may divide and assign its business to such divisions
of the commission, reserving for the consideration of the entire
commission such matters as it may deem advisable. Two of
the commissioners constituting such a division of the eommis-
sion shall consfitute a quorum for the transaction of business
assigned to such division, and the agreement of two such com-
misgioners shall be necessary te decide any question arising
before such division of the commission. Four members of the
entire commission shall constitute a quorum for the transaction
of business, and the agreement of four such commissioners
shall be necessary to decide any gquestion arising before said
entire commission.

“8Bpc. 21, (a) The said commission shall, within 30 days

after the appointment of the members thereof, meet, and it
shn]la thereafter hold its’ sessions in the city of Washington,
D

“{b) The said commission shall proceed immediately after
its first meeting, with all convenient dispatch, to arrange and
docket the several claims admissible hereunder, and to consider
the evidence which shall have been or which may be offered by
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the respective claimants, and in opposition thereto, allowing
such further time for the production of such further evidence
as may be required and as it shall think reasonable and just;
and shall thereupon proceed to determine and award upon each
of the said claims according to the provisions hereof.

“(¢) The said commission is hereby authorized to publish
notice of its sessions and to make all needful rules and regu-
lations, not contravening the laws of the United States, for
regulating the forms and mode of procedure before the said
commission, and to carry into full and complete effect the pro-
visions hereof. Such rules and mode of procedure made with
regard to claims filed under section 29 herein shall conform, so
far as practicable, to the mode of procedure and practice of
the distriet courts of the United States. The said commission
is hereby vested with the same powers now possessed by the
distriet courts of the United States to compel the attendance
and testimony of parties, claimants, and witnesses, to preserve
order, and to punish for contempt, and to compel the production
of any books or papers deemed material to the consideration of
any claim or matter pending before the said commission.

“(d) The said commission is also vested with all the powers
now possessed by the district courts of the United States to
take or procure testimony in foreign countries. Such testi-
mony may be taken, pursuant to the provisions of existing
laws and the rules of practice of the district courts of the
United States, so far as applicable, before the commission or
any commissioner or commissioners appointed to take testi-
mony hereunder.

“(e) The marshal of the United States for the District of
Columbia, or his deputies, shall serve, within said District, all
process issued by sald commission, preserve order in the place
of sitting, and execute the orders of said commission; and out-
gide the District of Columbia the process of said commission
shall be served by the United States marshals, or their depu-
ties, in their respective districts: Provided, however, That the
said commission or any commissioner appointed by it to take
testimony in the United States or foreign countries is hereby
authorized to appoint an officer to serve any process issued by
said commission or commissioner,

“(f) When testimony is to be taken before the commission
or any commissioner appointed to take testimony within any
Distriet, Territory, or insular possession, the clerk of any court
of the United States for such District or Territory or the clerk
of any local judicial tribunal for such insular possession shall,
on application of the commission or commissioner appointed to
‘take testimony, or of any party to the proceeding, or his at-
torney, issue a subpena for such witness, commanding him to
appear and testify before the commission or commissioner at a
time and place stated in the subpeena ; and if any witness, after
being duly served with such subpwmna, refuses or neglects to
appear, or after appearing refuses to testify, not being privi-
leged from giving testimony, and such refusal or neglect is
proved to the satisfaction of any judge of the court whose clerk
igsues the subpeena, such judge may proceed to enforee obedi-
ence to the process or punish the disobedience as any court of
the United States or such insular possession may proceed in
case of disobedience to process of subpena to testify issued by
guch court; and the production before such commission or com-
missioner of any paper or writing, written instrument, book,
or other document may also be required in the manner pre-
seribed in section 869 of the Revised Statutes of the United
States.

“(g) Each of the said commissioners and the clerk and each
of the commissioners to take testimony shall have authority to
administer oaths and aflirmations and to take the depositions
of claimants, parties, and witnesses in all matters pending be-
fore or to be presented before.the commission; and if any per-
son shall knowingly and willfully swear or affirm falsely in
such examination or deposition to any matter or fact touching
which such person is examined, or if any person, whether
claimant or witness, shall go swear or affirm falsely to the
contents of any memorial, petition, affidavit, deposition, or
other paper containing any matter or fact pertaining to any
claim or proceeding pending before or to be presented before
gaid commission, or shall, in giving testimony or in swearing
or affirming to any deposition, affidavit, or other paper before
any officer authorized to administer oaths or to take such testi-
mony, swear or affirm falgely to any matter or fact pertaining
to any claim or proceeding pending or to be presented before
said commission, every such person so swearing or affirming
falsely as aforesaid shall be deemed guilty of perjury just as
if such false oath or affirmation had been taken in a judicial
proceeding in any of the courts of the United States or in any
loecal judieial tribunal of any insular possession, and shall be
liable to indictment and trial in the district court of the United

States for the district in which such perjury shall have been
committed, or in the proper courts of the United States for
the Territory or District of Columbia, or in proper courts of the
insular possession in which such perjury shall have been com-
mitted, and shall upon conviction suffer such punishment as is
provided by the laws of the United States or of the insular
possession for that offense. No person shall be excluded as a
witness before the commission because such person is a party
to or interested in the claim or proceeding; and any claimant or
party in interest may be examined as a witness on the part of
the Government.

“(h) All claims filed hereunder shall be filed with the clerk
of the commission, and the prosecution of the claim shall be
deemed to have commenced at the date of such filing.

“8Ec. 22. (a) The commission shall appoint and fix the com-
pensation of a clerk, and may also appoint and fix the com-
pensation of one or more messengers, stenographers, typists,
interpreters, and such other employees as the business of the
commission may require; and may also appoint and fix the
compensation or fees of one or more commissioners—who are
herein designated as commissioners to take testimony—who
shall be citizens of the United States, whose duty it shall be
to take testimony in the United States or in foreign countries
in such cases as may be brought before the said commission,
but no compensation shall be paid in excess of that paid for
like or similar service in the departments and executive agen-
cies of the United States.

“(b) Each of the said members of the commission shall be
paid monthly at the rate of §7,500 per annum. The Depart-
ment of State shall provide said commission with all necessary
and suitable rooms and offices for holding its sessions and trans-
acting its business. All the expenses, including the salaries
and compensation of said commission and of its officers and
employees, shall be paid by the Department of State upon
vouchers certified by the president of the commission, or by
order of the members of the commission in case of his absence
or inability to act.

“ Sec. 23. It shall be the duty of the commission, and it shall
have jurisdiction, to receive, examine, and adjudicate all claims
filed as provided herein. It shall adjudieate said claims ac-
cording to the merits of the several cases, the principles of
equity, and of law.

“Sec. 24. (a) The orders, judgments, awards, and decrees of

the commission or any division thereof shall be final, unless a
new trial or rehearing shall be granted by said commission,
and no retrial or rehearing shall be had except upon motion
made within 30 days of said order, judgment, award, or de-
cree.
“(b) When the commission is in doubt as to any question of
law arising upon the facts in any case before it, it may state
the facts and the question of law so arising and certify the
same to the Supreme Court of the United States for its de-
cision, and said court shall have jurisdiction to consider and
decide the same,

“SEc. 25. (a) The commission, immediately after its award
ghall have been made and become final, shall transmit a copy
thereof, certified by the clerk of the commission and signed by
the president of the commission, or by at least two other mem-
bers of the commission in his absence or inability to act, to the
Alien Property Custodian or Treuasurer of the United States,
or both, as the case may be, which officials, thereafter, as soon
as may be, shall dispose of any money or other property in
accordance with such award.

“ (b) The powers and jurisdiction hereby granted to said
commission shall be in force and continue for the period of
two years from the date the commission meets for the first
time, as provided in section 21 hereof, and for no longer time:
Provided, That the President may from time to time extend
the said period beyond said two years, not exceeding six months
in each instance, when in his judgment such extension is neces-
sary to enable the commission to complete its work: And pro-
vided further, That in case the commission shall have com-
pleted its work before the expiration of the said two years or
any extension granted by the President, he may dissolve said
commission. Immediately after the commission shall have com-
pleted its work all the files and records of said commission
shall be deposited in the Department of State.

“gEe, 26. (a) The President shall appoint, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, one additional Assistant At-
torney General of the United States, who shall hold his office
during the existence of said commission, and the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States is empowered to employ and fix the
compensation of such other attorneys and employees as the
duties laid upon his office by the provisions hereof may require.
It shall be the duty of said Assistant Attorney General and
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attorneys to appear as attorney amd counsel for the United
States under the direction of the Attorney General and fo de-
fend its interests in all claims and proceedings before said
commission,

“(b) Bervice of all notices of claims and petitions filed
hereunder shall be made upon the Attorney General at such
time and in such manner as may be prescribed by the com-
mission,

“{c) The defense of the United States to any claim shall be
made under such rules and regulations as the commission may
prescribe: Provided, That should the Attorney General fail to
so defend any claim the claimant may proceed with the case
under such rules as the commission may adopt; but the claim-
ant shall mot in such cases have award for his claim, or for
any part thereof, unless he shall establish the same by proof
gatisfactory to the commission.

“Sme. 27. (a) All money or other property or the proceeds
wof the sale thereof held by the Aliem Property Custodian or
Treasurer of the United States by virtue of the trading with
the enemy aet, as amended, the return of which is now author-
ized by section 9 thereof, shall be, as elsewhere provided herein,
returned to the owner thereof or his agent or legal representa-
tive,

“(b) Claims made under this seetion by any person asserting
citizenship of the United States by naturalization process shall
not be denied on the ground of any presumption of expatriation
which may have arisen against him if he has returned to the
United States and gives satisfactory evidence of his loyalty
to the United States during his absence abroad.

“(c) Claims made under this section and subsections (b) and
{c) of mection 30 heveof shall be filed with the commission
within one year after the date the commission meets for the
first time, as provided in section 21 hereef, or shall be for-
ever waived and barred.

“ 8gc. 28. All money and other property, including the pre-
ceeds of the sale thereof, held by the Alien Property Custodian
or the Treasurer of the United States by virtue of the trading
with the ememy act, s amended, which at the time it was
veyed, assigned, transferred, delivered, or paid over to the Alien
Property Custodian, or required so to be, or seized by him,
longed to any person enumerated in this section, shall be
turned by the commission te the owner thereof, or to his agent
or legal representative, if the payment of .claims which
allowed by the commission to claimants under sections
80 hereof are otherwise satisfied; otherwise the same shall be

to Austria-Hungary and its nationals, as follows:

“(lass 1. Money and other property belonging to the Gov-
ernment, or any political or municipal subdivision thereof, er
any agent or agency thereof.

“(Olass 2. (a) All other money and pnoperty belonging to any
person not enumerated in the foregoing class 1, the return of
which is not authorized by section 27 hereof.

“(b) No person enumerated in this section shall file claim
for the return of his money or other property until such time
as the commission shall announce it will receive such claims:
Provided, That all such claims shall be filed with the commis-
sion within one year after the date of such amnouncement by
g:e commission or shall be thereafter forever waived and

arred.

“8Sec. 290. (a) The following shall be deemed claimants ef
the first class hereunder:

“(1) Any citizen of the United Siates who has suffered
damage growing out of acts committed by the German Govern-
ment or by any German authorities since July 81, 1914, and
prior to April 6, 1917, or by the Austro-Hungarian Government
or by any Austrian or Hungarian authorities since July 28,
1914, and prior to December 7, 1917;

“(2) Any civilian citizen of the United States who suffered
damages by injury, er who, as surviving dependent, suffered
damages by personal injury to er death of civilians, caused
by acts of war, including bembardments or other attacks on
land, on sea, or from the air, and all direct conseguences
thereof, and of all operations ef war by the two groups of bel-
ligerents wlhierever arising;

“(8) Any civilian citizen of the United States who -suﬂemd
damage caused by Germany or her allies as a victim of acts
of cruelty, violence, or maltreatinent (including injurvies to
life or health as a consequence of imprisonment, «deportation,
internment, or evacuation, of exposure at sea or being forced
to labor), wherever arising, or who, as surviving dependent of
any such civilian vietim, suffered damage;

“(4) Any civilian citizen of the United States who suffered
damage caused by Germany or her allies in their own territory,
or in occnpied or invaded territery, as a victim of all acts
injurious to health er eapacity to work, or to honor, or who,
gs a surviving dependent of any such civilian vietim,

amsage ;

“(5) Any citizen of the United States or any person Serving
in the , naval, or air forces thereef who suffered dam-
age caused by any kind of maltreatment by Germany or her
allies of prisomers of war; and

“(6) Any civilian citizen of the United States who suffered
damage caused hy being forced by Germany or ber allies to
labor without just remuneration.

“(b) The following shall be deemed claimants of the second

“{1) Any citizen of the United States who suffered damage
or injury inflicted on his property rights or interests, includ-
ing any company or association in which he may be interested
in German territery as it existed August 1, 1914, or in the
territory of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire by the ap-
plication by such nations ef either of the exeeptional war
measures or measures of transfer mentioned in paragraphs 1
and 8 of the annexes to section 4, entitled ‘Property rights
and interests,’ of the treaties of Vermillea. Trianen, and St.
Germain-en-Laye, respectively ;

“(2) Any citizen of the United Stsd:es who has suffered
damage in respect of all property, wherever situated, belonging
to him, with the exception of naval and military works or ma-
terials, which has been carried off, seized, injured, or de-
stroyed by the acts of Germany or her allies on land, on sea,
or from the air, or damage directly in consequence of hos-
tilities or of any operations of war; and

“(8) Any citizen of the United States who has suffered
through ihe acts of the Imperial German Government, or its
agents, or the Imperial and Royal Austre-Hungarian Govern-
ment, or its agenis, since July .81, 1914, loss, damage, or in-
jury to his person or property, directly or indirectly, whether
through the ownership of shares of stock in Germam, Austro-
Hungarian, American, -or other corporations, or in conseguence
of hostilities or of any operations of war, or otherwise, not
hereinbefore enumerated.

]:(c) The following shall be deemed claimants ef the third
class:

“(1) The Government of the United States, representing the
people thereof, for damage caused to the people thereof for all
its pensions or compensation the nature of pensions to its
naval and military victims of war—including members of its
air force—whether mutilated, wounded, sick, or invalided, and
te the dependents of such wictims, the amount due being cal-
culated for each of them as being the capitalized cost of such
pensions and cempensation on the basis of the scales in force
in France as to Germany at the date of November 11, 1921, and
as to Austria and Hungary at the date of May 1, 1919;

“(2) The Government of the United States, for the cost of
assistance by such Government to priseners of war and to their
families and dependents;

“(8) The Govermment of the United States, for allowances
by such Government to the families and dependents of mobilized
persons or persons serving with its ferces, the amount due to
them for each calendar year in which hostilities eccurred being
calculated for the Government on the basis of the average scale
for such payments in force in France during that year;

“(4) The ‘Government of the United States, for damage in
respect of property wherever situated belenging to it, with the
exception «of naval and military works er materials, which has
been carried off, seized, injured, or destroyed by the acts of
Germany or her allies on land, on sea, or from the air, or dam-
age directly in consequence of hostilities or of any operations
of war; and

“(5) The representatives of n.ny civiliam pepulation of the
United States which suffered damage in the form of levies,
fines, and other similar exactions imposed upon them by Ger-
many er her allies,

“(d) The award to any claimant under this section shall be
only for the amount of the actual damage which said claimant
shall prove that he has sustained. Remote or prospective dam-
ages shall net be awarded. The awards made to claimants

under this section shall includp interest at the rate of 6 per
cent per annum frem the date that the loss, damage, or injury
was sustained by the claimant until such date as the award is

paid.

“(e) All claims under this section shall be filed with the com-
maission within six months after the date the commission holds
its first meeting, or shall be thereafter ferever waived and
barred: Provided, That the commission may, in its discretion,
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extend the time for filing said claims for an additional period,
not exceeding six mounths.

“(f) Any claim prosecuted under this section shall be pre-
sented by petition containing such allegations and in such
form as the commission may require. The petition shall be
gigned and be verified by the affidavit of the claimant, his
attornmey, or agent.

*“(g) All persons whom the commission may require shall be
made parties defendant, and service shall be obtained upon
all parties defendent in accordance with the practice in the
district courts,

“(h) In case any award is rendered by the commission to
claimants under this section, the commission shall, upon motion
of the attorney or counsel for the claimant, allow in addition
to the amount thereby awarded such counsel and attorney
fees to the counsel and attorneys employed by the claimant or
claimants, respectively, as the commission shall determine to
be just and reasonable as compensation for the services ren-
dered the claimant in prosecuting such claims, which allowance
shall be entered as a part of the award in such case and
shall be made specifically payable to said attorney or counsel
as a part of said award, the payment of which shall be in full
compensation to the counsel or attorney for prosecuting such
claim; and all other liens upon, or assignments, sales, trans-
fers, either absolute or conditional, for services rendered or to
be rendered, about any claim or part or parcel thereof, pro-
vided for in this amendment heretofore or hereafter made or
done before such award is rendered and payment thereof made
ghall be absolutely void and of no effect.

“(i) The commission shall order the payment of all claims
allowed by it to claimants under this section against the
nation concerned, in so far as such awards are otherwise
unsatisfied, out of the money and other property enumerated
in section 28 hereof which shall have been classified as belong-
ing to it and its nationals: Provided, That all the money and
other property constituting the first class set forth therein shall
be exhausted before that constituting the second class shall be
subject to such awards, and in event all money and other prop-
erty classified as belonging to one of the former enemy nations
and its nationals shall be more than sufficient to satisfy all
awards against it, the balance shall be held subject to the
satisfaction of the awards which may be rendered against the
other enemy nation concerned, if such other awards are not
otherwise satisfied: Provided further, That the same shall not
be so used until all money and Egther property belonging to such
other nation and its nationals shall have been exhausted. -

“Awards allowed to claimants of the first class shall be paid
before awards allowed to claimants of the second and third
class, and awards allowed to claimants of the second class shall
be paid before awards allowed to claimants of the third class,
and should such money and other property be insufficient to
satisfy in full awards to claimants of any one of said three
classes the same and/or the proceeds thereof shall be distributed
ratably among the several claimants of that class.

“(§) All money held by the Alien Property Custodian or by
the Treasurer of the United States belonging to persons in the
class then subject to the payment of awards under this section
ghall be exhausted in the satisfaction of such awards before
the property held by the Alien Property Custodian belonging to
the same or other persons in the same class be subject to liqui-
dation for the payment of such awards.

“(k) So far as such awards shall be payable by the Treas-
urer of the United States, all or any part of same may, at his
option, be paid in United States bonds, at par, provided that any
amount of the award of which a $50 bond is not a factor shall
be paid in currency. -

“ Sge. 80, (a) Any person enumerated in section 27 or section
28 claiming any right, title, or interest in any money or other
property which has been conveyed, transferred, assigned, de-
livered, or paid over to the Alien Property Custodian, or seized
by him and held by him or the Treasurer of the United States
by virtue of the trading with the enemy act, as amended,
may, as provided in said sections, respectively, file with the
commission a notice of his claim containing an application for
allowance thereof, under oath and in such form and containing
such particulars as the commission shall require; and the
commission may order the payment, conveyance, transfer, as-
gignment, or delivery of the money or other property so held
by the Alien Property Custodian or Treasurer of the United
States, or of the interest to which the commission shall deter-
mine said claimant is entitled, to said claimant, his agent, or
attorney.

“(b) Any citizen of the United States, or his legal repre-
gentative, to whom any debt which became due prior to July

14, 1919, may be owing from any person whose money or other
property is subject to the payment of claims as provided in sec-
tion 29 hereof, may file notice of such claim containing an ap-
plication for the allowance thereof, as provided in the fore-
going subsection (a); and the commission may, with the as-
sent of the owner of said money or other property, and of all
persons claiming any right, title, or interest therein, order the
payment, conveyance, transfer, assignment, or delivery of the
money or other property so held by the Alien Property Cus-
todian or by the Treasurer of the United States, or of the
interest therein to which the commission shall determine said
claimant is entitled, to said claimant, his agent, or attorney.

“(e) Any claimant enumerated in the foregoing subsection
(b) who is unable to obtain assent to the payment of the debt
as provided therein may make application for the allowance of
said debt by filing a petition therefor, as provided for claim-
ants under section 29 hereof, and the commission shall proceed
to adjudicate upon said claim under the same rules and
Eeg-ul;;ions as it may provide for claimants under said sec-

on 29, .

“(d) The Alien Property Custodian and the Treasurer of the
United States shall not comply with any award or order of
the commission allowed to claimants under the foregoing sub-
sections (b) and (e) until all of the awards of the commission
to claimants enumerated in section 29 herein have been paid
or otherwise satisfied. Olaimants under said subsections (b)
and (c) shall be entitled to priority of payment according to
the time of the filing of their respective claims.

“(e) All applications for the allowance of claims made to
the President in accordance with the provigions of section 9 of
the trading with the enemy act, as amended, which have not,
at the time the commission meets for the first time as provided
in section 21 hereof, been allowed or disallowed, shall be de-
livered over to the commission, and all applications so pending
shall be deemed to have been filed with the commission as of
such time. The commission, upon the receipt of said applica-
tions, shall proceed to adjudicate upon such claims in acecord-
ance with the provisions hereof: Provided, That after the com-
mission meets for the first time, as provided in section 21
hereof, no further applications for the allowance of claims shall
be received by the President under the said section 9, nor shall
the President, on his own motion, dispose of any money or
other property under the provisions of said section 9. The
commission is hereby authorized to allow any claim for debt
which might have been allowed under said section 9, provided
that any such claim shall be filed under the same terms and
conditions as any other claim hereunder and subject to the
same restrictions as provided in said section 9. y

“(f) Nothing contained herein shall in anywise prejudice the
rights of any claimant who has heretofore instituted, or shall
hereafter institute, suit in eguity in the district court of the
United States or the Supreme Court of the District of Colum-
bia, as provided in said section 9. No claim shall be prosecuted
before the commission if such suit in equity has theretofore
been instituted in such district court of the United States or
the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia asserting the
same claim; and no suit shall be instituted in such district
court of the United States or the Supreme Court of the District
of Columbia if the same has theretofore been filed with the
commission : Provided, That any person who has heretofore in-
stituted any such suit in a district court of the United States
or in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, the merits
of which suit shall not have been determined by such court at
the time of the approval of this act may apply to such court
for the dismissal of such suit and upon the dismissal of the
same may file his claim before the commission,

“Sgc, 81. (a) The sole relief and remedy of any person having
any claim to any money or other property or the proceeds of
the sale thereof, heretofore conveyed, transferred, assigned, de-
livered, or paid over to the Alien Property Custodian, or re-
quired so to be, or seized by him, shall be that provided by the
terms of the trading with the enemy act as amended, and the
terms hereof; and in the event that such property has been or
shall be sold or otherwise disposed of by the Alien Property
Custodian, shall be limited to and enforced against the net
proceeds received therefrom and held by the Alien Property
Custodian or by the Treasurer of the United States, and no
such money or other property, or the proceeds of the sale
thereof, liquidation or other dealing therewith, so held, shall
be returned, or otherwise disposed of, unless the lawful ex-
penses incurred by the Alien Property Custodian in holding and
administering the said money or other property to be returned
or otherwise disposed of, are first deducted therefrom eor other-
wise satisfied.
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“(b) The return of any money or other property, or the
proceeds of the sale thereof, or payment of any debt, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of the trading with the enemy
act as amended, or the provisions hereof, shall operate as
and be a full acquittance and discharge of the Alien Property
Custodian or the Treasurer of the United States, as the case
may be, and of the United States, in respect to any and all
claims for or interest in said money or other property, or
compensation or damage arising from the capture and adminis-
tration of such property by the President or the Alien Property
Custodian.

“ SEc. 32. All money or other property held by the Alien
Property Custodian or the Treasurer of the United States by
virtue of the trading with the enemy act as amended shall be
administered as provided in said act as amended until such time
as the commission may otherwise order the disposal of the
same, or as Congress shall otherwise direct: Provided, how-
ever, That no property shall hereafter be sold except to insure
the prevention of waste and protect such property or to satisfy
such taxes as are provided to be paid in an act entitled ‘An act
making appropriations for sundry civil expenses of the Gov-
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1919, and for other
purposes,” approved July 1, 1918, or to satisfy claims in ac-
cordance with the awards and directions of the commission.”

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I am trying to make a
complete review of this whole subject, involving all that has
been done, not as an argument, but as a statement of facts, and
1 hope to be able in the next four or five days to have it in such
shape that I can read it to the Senate as a review of the whole
question involving our taking this property and the American
claims. 2

SHEPPARD-TOWNER MATERNITY BILL,

Mr. FERNALD. Mr. President, there appeared in the Bos-
ton Evening Transcript of Monday, July 17, 1922, an article
stating that the Governor of Maine rejects the provisions of the
maternity bill. He is a very clear-thinking and able business
man and an exceedingly brilliant and sound lawyer. I ask that
this article be printed in the Recorp in 8-point type without
reading.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp in 8-point type, as follows:

ReJecTs MATERNITY AID—MAINE OPPOSES SHEPPARD-TOWNER MEAS-
URE—FEDERAL ENCROACHMENT, DECLARES BAXTER—CONSTITUTIONAL-
ITY OF IT I8 N DoUBT—STATE CAN TAKE CARE OF ITs OWN,
AvcusTa, ME, July 17.—Refusal to accept the terms of the

Sheppard-Towner maternity and child labor bill pending the
meeting of the legislature is expressed to-day in a proclamation
by Govarnor Baxter. Although the final decision as to whether
or not the State accepts this bill rests with the State legisla-
ture, it is provided that if the legislature is not in session the
governor temporarily may accept the bill on behalf of the State
until the next legislature convenes.

The governer relates what Maine is now doing in the field
embraced by the bill and says:

“At the hearing on June 23 the advocates of the Sheppard-
Towner bill admitted that the United States Supreme Court
might declare the bill unconstitutional, thus making the $5,000
¢ gift ' to the State an unlawful use of the public funds by Con-
gress. Notwithstanding this, these advocates urged the State
to accept the money ‘because other States have done so.’ The
weakness of this argument is apparent, and the State of Maine
will take no money unless it has a clear title to it.

“1 believe the time has come for the States of the Union to
hold to a principle and to carefully scrutinize all offers of
‘ Federal aid’ before accepting them. Having no doubt as to
what my duty is in this matter, I decline to accept the Shep-
pard-Towner bill, and this State for the time being will stand
with New York, Masgachusetts, and Rhode Island, the three
States that have rejected it. The State of Maine will not sell
its birthright, and principle, not expediency, has been the de-
termining factor with me in the solution of this problem. The
financial aspects of Federal aid is interesting. The proffered
£5,000 has been referred to as a ‘free gift’ to the State of
Maine, while in reality the Federal Government is taxing the
State to raise this money; and now, in order to help our
mothers and children, offers to pay back to the State the trivial
gum of less than two-thirds of 1 cent for each inhabitant. At
the present time over $18,000,000 is annually taken in taxes by
the Federal Governmment from the people of Maine, and less
than $1,250,000 is returned to the State in the form of Federal
aid. 'This $18,000,000 of Maine money is paid into the Federal
Treasury at Washington, a large portion being absorbed in
heavy administration expenses at the Federal Capitol, and a
small fraction being returned to the State,

XLII—659

FEDERAL ENCROACHMENT,

“During the World War the power of the Federal Govern-
ment over the States of the Union was extended beyond prece-
dent, The time now has arrived, however, when our States
should be restored to their former status and should guard
against further encroachment. The founders of this Govern-
ment saw the menace of Federal control, and from Washing-
ton’s time to the present our greatest statesmen have warned
against it.

“The people of Maine are willing and able to care for their
own mothers and children, and I have faith to believe that
Maine men and women will do this rather than accept so-called
gratuities from a Federal bureau. Already we are overbur-
dened with Federal interference and control, and our citizens
and industries are hampered by Federal inspectors and other
officials from Washington,

“The final acceptance or rejection of the Sheppard-Towner
bill must be determined by the members of the incoming legis-
lature, who directly represent the people of this State. It
would be unfair to these representatives if the governor in
advance should commit the State to the principle involved in
the bill, for in that way the door to independent action by the
legislature virtually would be closed.

“The Sheppard-Towner bill is to be attacked in the courts by
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and eminent lawyers are
of the opinion that the Federal Government has no power over
the States in maternity and child-welfare matters. There also
is grave doubt as to whether or not the governor of a State has
the power to accept the bill in question, even though Congress
attempts to confer that power upon him. The governor of a
State does not derive his authority from the Federal Govern-
ment, and a Federal bill that seeks to confer new powers upon
him is of questionable standing,

STATE PROVIDES THE MONEY.

“The existing provisions of the Sheppard-Towner bill are
reasonably moderate, but it properly may be assumed that at-
tempts will be made to broaden its scope so as to further re-
strict the State’s control over its own affairs. It is apparent
that the present bill is but an entering wedge for more radical
legislation, and Maine's delegation in Congress, our Senators
and Representatives, should be urged to resist all further en-
croachments upon the States by the Federal Government.
Maine will loyally support the Union in all matters that come
under the provisions of the Federal Constitution, but the time
has arrived when the people of this State will jealously guard
the rights inherent in them as a sovereign people and will.
accept the responsibilities the possession of such rights imposes,

“The seven members of the executive council unanimously
have advised me not to accept the bill in guestion. These coun-
cilors are men of wide experience in public matters, and T
value their opinions highly. They, as well as myself, have at
heart the welfare of the people of Maine, and, in conjunction
with those who favor the bill, we all desire to advance ma-
ternity and child-welfare work,

“Th ; councilors and myself believe that the figures given us
on the mortality of mothers and infants in Maine show that
an emergency exists that authorizes us to draw from the State
confingent fund a sum equal to that offered the State by the
Federal Government. This $5.000 will be used in extending and
improving the maternity and child-welfare work now being
done under the supervision of the State department of health.
The councilors and myself have already passed the council
order appropriating this sum. Doctor Kendall, our health com-
missioner, now has this $5,000 to spend during the next six
months through the regular channels of his department.

“The action of the governor and council has maintained the
independent position of the State, the rights of the next legis-
lature have not been interfered with, while at the same time a
distinet advantage has been gained for our maternity and child-
welfare work. The State's appropriation of $5,000 is to be
spent during the next six months’ period, whereas the $5,000
offered by the Federal Government was to have been used for
a full year's work,

“If the time ever comes when Maine refuses to care for its
mothers and children or lags behind other States in humani-
tarian work, as some Southern States have done in neglecting
to enact proper child labor laws, then it may become necessary
for the Federal Government to intervene, or at least to offer
advice and assistance. We are not confronted with this condi-
tion at the present time and should not encourage the central-
ization of power in Washington.

“In years gone by the State of Maine has not hesitated to
stand for great principles and it is well for the 44 States that
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have accepied the Sheppard-Towner bill 'to know that Maine
neither asks for, mor for . .the time being accepts, Federal aid
for its:mothers and chil ¢

NATIONAL LEPER HOME,

Mr. FERNALD. Mr. President, from the Committee on
Public Buildings.and Grounds I report, with an amendment,
the- bill . (8.:3721) authorizing the.appropriation of .additional
funds to continue in effect the act providing for the care and
treatment of , persons afflicted with leprosy and to prevent the
spread of lepresy in the United States, and I submit a report
(No, 832) thereon.

Mr. RANSDELL. Does the Benator ask for the immediate
congideration of that bill?

Mr. FERNALD. I now ask for the immediate consideration
of the bill. I will briefly state the purposes of the bill, and if
there is any objection to its present comsideration I will ask
that the committee report be read by the Secretary.

First, let me say that for some years it has been known by
the medical fraternity of .the country that there are some-
where between eight and twelve hundred lepers scattered all
over the United States. The State of Louisiana was the first
State to move in this matter. Some eight or ten years ago that
State made provision for getting those people in the State to-
gether and building a hospital, which was done. In 1917 the
Federal Government found that it was necessary to move in the
matter. They purchased that hospital at Carville, La., made
an appropriation of $250,000, and provided for 200 beds. The
hospital was immediately builf, and the rooms immediately
taken, so that we have the hospital entirely filled and 100 appli-
cants .from all .over the .country asking for provision to take
care of them there.

This bill is approved by the Public Health Service and by the
Secretary of the Treasury. It is very important that this appro-
priation be authorized immediately.

Mr. OVERMAN., 'Mr. President, -we had 'this guestion before
the Appropriations Committee and discussed the amount of
money ‘neeessary to be given for the'purpose. We gave them
what 'we thought was sufficient to last until December, and in
December next, when the deficiency appropriation bill comes
up, we will make an investigation of 'the matter and give them
whatever is necessary, realizing that those afflicted people ought
to be taken care of. The matter having been considered by the
‘Appropriations Committee, and a sufficient amount given to last
until *December, the Appropriations Committee thought we
avould wait until that time, inquire further into it, and give
them whatever was then found to ‘be necessary.

Mr. RANSDELL. ‘Will the Senator permit me just a word?

Mr, FERNALD. Just one word in answer to what the Sen-
ator from North Carolina has 'said. An investigation was
made by the House committee and the provision unanimously
approved. A 'very careful investigation was made by the Sen-
ate committee and the provision was unanimously approved.
It would 'seem‘quite necessary that -some action be taken im-
mediately in order that the waiting applieants may be taken in,
I can see no objection to the passage of the bill at this time in
order to give authority to the Appropriations Committee -so
that they may act in ‘December.

Mr. RANSDELL, "I will state to-the Senator 'from North
Carolina that this is not an appropriation. It is simply to
give authority to the Committee on Appropriations to make the
appropriation if they see fit to do so.

Mr.'FERNALD. That is all

Mr, OVERMAN, T misunderstood the Senator from Maine.

Mr. FERNALD, This is not an appropriation bill. It merely
gives authority to expend the money. .

Mr. OVERMAN. The 'whole question was investigated, the
testimony taken by the House committee was thoroughly read,
digested, and considered in the Committee on Appropriations
of the ‘Senate, and we appropriated a sufficient amount to
tike care of the matter until December, the committee unani-
mously ‘agreeing ‘that in December, when we had gotten light
on some facts we wanted to know about, we would give ‘a suffi-
cient amount to take care of the other lepers.

Mr. RANSDELL, The Senator is absolutely correct. The
bill authorizes the Committee on “Appropriations to appropriate
money to construct certain buildings in order to take care of a
‘lot of other applicants, and it will be long after December be-
fore the buwilding can be gotten ready. It'simply gives the com-
mittee a chance to appropriate if' they see'fit.

Mr. OVERMAN. I understand this is only an authorization.

Mr. RANSDELL. It is only an authorization to the Com-

mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. It is a‘very meritori-

OUs measure,
Mr. SMOOT. If the bill is going to lead to any further dis-
cussion I will object to it.

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘Is there objection ‘to the
making of the report? The Chajr hears none, and the report
is received.

The Chair understands that the Senator from Maine asks for
the immediate consideration of the bill

Mr. FERNALD. That is correct.

‘Mr. RANSDELL. 1 ask that the reading of the report be
omitted,:and that the bill be acted upon.

Mr. CARAWAY. I would like to ask the Senator from
Maine just one question. Dees the bill econtemplate taking
care of all the people in this country afflicted with leprosy?

Mr, FERNALD. Yes; that is the idea.

'Mr. CARAWAY, I know of one case 'in my own State,
@bout which T have had some correspondence,

The PRESIDENT pro ‘tempore. Is there objection to the
immediate consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
‘Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, whieh had been reported
from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds with an
amendment to strike out all after the enacting eclause and 'in-
sert:

That the Becretary
and directed to unseoiothbi m&waﬁlaﬁa}‘eﬁgﬁ{a uiidtngs for
the National Leper Home at Carville, La., at.a limit of cost net to

exceéd the sum of $650,000, which sum is hereby authorized to be
‘amﬁo&r[sted out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
p i

authorized

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was reported to’'the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in.

The bill :'was ordered to be engressed for a ‘third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: *““A bill providing for
the erection of additional suitable and necessary 'buildings for
the National Leper Home."”

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. WILELIS presented resolutions of Dean'Horton Navy Post,
No. 108, American Legion, of Toledo, Ohio, protesting against the
enactment of ‘legislation providing for the sale of light wines
and beers for the purpose of raising funds for the payment of
adjusted compensation to ex-service men, which were referred
to the Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed in

“the: REcomnp, as follows:

Whereas there has been introduced in the Congress of the

United
States a bill

known as the Hill amendment to Ilouse bill 9691,

providing for the manufacture and sale of wine-and beer to provide
money to pay adju compensation to veterans of the 'Wo War :
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Dean Horton Navy Post of the American g‘oﬂ
of Teleédo, Ohio, in meeting -asgembled, That we look n said bill as
an- insult to the wveterans of the World War; that sai memre

effect, a bald attempt to mgitdl&e the veterans' dﬂlh‘a for sdjl.lsmd
compensation .and to use said veterans and the American Legion as a
cat's {.saw to ‘bring about selfish ends; that while we believe in and
heartily tpport the measure providing for -adjusted compensition to
veterans of the World War, we, a8 veterans of the World War and
members of the American Legion, resent and deplore the attempt to
F‘:uvide funds in this manner to pay adjusted compensation : it

Resolved, That we, as veterans of the World War and members of
the American Leglon, wounld rather forego any such compensation than
to have it come through the tears and misery of women and 'little
children : Be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to each Member of
Congress repmentmg this district.

DEax Horrox Navy Posr, No. 108,
By Harorp P, RamiscH, Commander.

Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution unanimously adepted at
a meeting attended by about 50 welfare leaders of Youngstown,
Ohio, favoring Federal investigation and regulation of the mo-
tion-picture industry, whieh was referred to the Committee on
the District of Oolumbia. _

He also presented a memeorial of Hanover Grange, No. 1812,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Licking County, Ohio, remonstrating
against the enactment of legislation imposing a tariff duty on
potash, which was referred ‘to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. PHIPPS presented resolutions of the Civiec and Com-
mercial Association of Denver and' the Chambers of Commerce
of Fort Collins, Greeley, Boulder, and Sterling, all in the State
of Colorado, favoring enforcement of ‘the United States Bu-
preme Court decree releasing the Central Pacific Railway from
control of the Southern Pacific' Co., which were referred to the
Committee on Interstate’ Commerce,

Mr. ‘CAPPER presented resolutions adopted by the Beloit

‘Business Men's Club, of Beloit, Kans,, favoring enforcement

of the United States Supreme Court decree ordering divorce-

qment of the Central ‘Pacific Railway ‘from the Southern Pacific

Co., which *were referred to the Committee on Interstate Com-
‘merce,

Mr. RAWSON presented resolutions adopted by the Counell
Bluffs (Iowa) Chamber of Commerce, favoring enforcement of
the United States Supreme Court decree ordering divorcement
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of the Central Pacific Railway from the Southern Pacific Co.,
which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce,

Mr, SHEPPARD presented resolutions unanimously adopted
at a joint meeting of the Farm Labor Union of America of
Texas and Arkansas, favoring the enactment of legislation pro-
viding that the Railroad Labor Board rescind its decision re-
dueing the wages of approximately 1,500,000 railroad em-
ployees, ete., and also abelishing that board, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr, JOHNSON presented a memorial adopted by the World
Conference of Seventh Day Adventists, assembled in quad-
rennial session at San Francisco, Calif., consisting of more than
800 delegates and 6,000 other citizens, remonstrating against
the enactment of legislation providing for compulsory Sunday
observance in the District of Columbia, which was referred to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Long
Beach, Calif.,, praying for the enactment of legislation grant-
ing pensions to officers and enlisted men of the militia and
other organizations of the several States of the Union that co-
operated with military or naval forces of the United States
during the Civil War and providing pensions for their widows
and dependent parents, etc.,, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

He also presented the memorial of Mrs. Lizzie A, McDowell,
of Los Angeles, Calif., remonstrating against inclusion of the
proposed food, tableware, and women's-wear schedules in the
pending tariff bill, which was referred to the Committee on
Finance,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

Mr. McLEAN, from the Committee on Banking and Currency,
to which was referred the bill (S. 8840) to amend section 5147
of the Revised Statutes, reported it without amendment.

Mr. BURSUM, from the Committee on Public Lands and Sur-
veys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 10419) validating
certain applications for and entries of public lands, reported it
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 833) thereon.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED.

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. JONES of Washington :

A bill (S. 8853) appropriating money to purchase lands for
the Clallam Tribe of Indians in the State of Washington, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (8. 8854) for the relief of Liberty loan subscribers of
the National Bank of Cleburne, Tex.; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. BURSUM :

A bill (8. 3855) to ascertain and settle land claims of persons
not Indian within Pueblo Indian land, land grants, and reser-
vations in the State of New Mexico; to the Committee on Publie
Lands and Surveys.

By Mr. SHEPPARD :

A bill (8. 3856) to amend an act entitled “An act to pension
the survivors of certain Indian wars from January 1, 1859, to
Janunary, 1891, inclusive, and for other purposes,” approved
March 4, 1917; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. KING:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 228) authorizing the Secretary
of the Imterior to survey and dispose of certain lands in the
Uintah Indian Reservation; to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs.

AMENDMENT TO INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT.

Mr. SPENCER submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (8. 1345) to amend an act entitled * In-
terstate commerce act,” approved February 28, 1920, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

DISTRIBUTION OF SPEECHES BY FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS,

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I am informed that the Fed-
eral reserve banks have sent to the Senate their replies to the
question embodied in the resolution offered by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HeErFLIN], and I ask that those replies be printed
in the REcorbp.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. HEFLIN subsequently said: Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senator from Connecticnt [Mr. McLeAx] asked unani-
mous cousent to have the reports of the Federal reserve banks
printed in the Recorp. I told him on yesterday that I wanted
to be present and submit some remarks at the time that was
done, and that one of the banks had not complied with the

resolution of the Senate. I have to-day sent this telegram to
the governor of the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City : ;

Failed to give number Glass speech distributed. Please send by wire
at once.

I ask unanimous consent to vacate the order that was made
this morning until this report can come in, I have no objection
to printing the report at that time.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will with-
hold that request until the Senator from Connecticut returns
to the Chamber.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator and I had an understanding yes-
terday that I was to be present this morning when he made his
request, and I was not present when he got the order. I am
satisfied that he thought I was. This is a matter of right. The
bank has not complied with the resolution of the Senate, and I
anl asking that that be done before the report is printed.

Mr. CURTIS. I withdraw my suggestion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in
the chair). The Senator from Alabama asks unanimous con-
sent that the unanimous-consent order made this morning may
be vacated. Is there objection? The Chair hears none.

CALL OF THE ROLL,

Mr, RANSDELL obtained the floor.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, the Senator from
Louisiana is about to discuss a very important matter, and as
I know he will present some very important and interesting
facts I suggest the absence of a quorum.

']Il‘he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the
roll,

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered te
their names:

Ball Gooding McCumber Rawson
Borah Hale McKinley Sheppard
Brandegee Harreld MeLean immons
Broussard eflin McNary Smoot
Bursum Hitcheock Moses Spencer
Calder Johnson Nelson Trammell
Cameron Jones, N. Mex. New Underwood
Capper Jones, W Newberry Wadsworth
Caraway Kellog Nicholson Walsh, Mass,
Culberson Kendrick Norbeck Walsh, Mont,
Cummins Keyes Oddie Warren
Curtis Kin Overman Watson, Ind.
Dial Lad Pe?pe‘r Willis

Ernst Lenroot Phipps

F d Lodge Pomerene

Glass MeCormick Ransdell

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to announce that the junior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Warsow] is detained from the
Senate on account of illness, and that the senior Senator from
Femlg'u [Mr. PrrrmAn] is detained owing to fillness in his
amily.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I desire to announce the unavoidable
absence of my colleague [Mr. FLETCHER] on account of illness,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-one Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

THE MERCHANT MARINE,

BHALL BRITAIN DICTATE OUR SEA POLICY?

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, there has just come to me
a communication on a matter of such serious import from a
national standpoint that I wish to bring it to your attention.
It is a letter from the Mississippi Valley Association, which is
composed of many leaders in the great Mississippi Valley, and
its contents, with the inclosures attached, which indicate a
vigorous effort on the part of Great Britain to dictate our sea
policy, are entitled to the best attention of all patrioic Ameri-
cans. The letter to which I refer is as follows:

* M1ssISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION,
“8t. Louis, July 15, 1922.
“ Hon. JoserH B. RANSDELL,
“ United States Senate, Washington, D. O,

“ DEAR SENATOR RANspELL: Proof is now conclusive that the
powerful shipping interests of England are determined, if pos-
sible, to prevent the enactment of the ship subsidy bill, which
would insure the successful operation of an American merchant
marine, 2

“ 1 attach this proof in the shape of many clippings from re-
cently printed English newspapers and magazines. Please note
that a keynote of these editorials is a plea to the ‘ pro-British®
party in the United States to block the passage of our ship
subsidy bilL"

I hope Senators will pay attention to this. I am talking
about the pro-British party in the United States, organized to
block the passage of the ship subsidy bill. It was a great sur-
prise to me to learn of that fact, and I assume that most Sena-
tors are hearing it now for the first time.
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FOREIGN FOES OF AMERICAN SHIPPING.

“The farmers and producers in the Mississippi Valley ought
fo know whence comes the real opposition to a bill whose pur-
pose is to supply them with American-flag ships in order that
their surplus foodstuffs, cotton, and manufactures may reach
the world's consuming markets under as favorable conditions
as possible and free from control by Great Britain or any other
foreign counfry.

* Our people should alse know that those of our own citi-
zens who are attacking the ship subsidy bill in a partisan way
are playing squarely into the hands of Great Britain, and to
the detriment of American farmers and producers who, during
the last half century, have not always been able to serve for-
eign markets which were needed by Great Britain and the ex-
tensive shipping interests of that country. .

“The new tariff bill has been framed with a view to pro-
tecting American manufacturers at a time when industrial com-
petition is very keen.

“The Federal barge line on the Mississippi and Warrlor
Rivers was created and is being operated as an aid to American
farmers and producers of the interior whose need for efficient
and low-cost transportation to ship side has become very great.

“The ship subsidy bill was framed for the purpose of giving
American farmers and producers American-controlled steamship
service to the consuming markets of the world at a time when
every advantage must be made the most of.

A PERMANENT PLACE SOUGHT ON THE SEAS.

“The American Government has invested several billion dol-
lars of taxpayers' money in creating its merchant fleet in order
to start the development of a permanent merchant marine.

“ Nobody wants the American Government to engage perma-
nently in the business of merchant shipping. The intent all
along has been to give American operators a fair chance to
fully employ their splendid enterprise in this field and so com-
pete with foreign operators,

“ Because the United States is the richest of nations the
scale of living in this country is very high. This means com-
paratively high costs generally.

“On the high seas these high costs must compete with the
scale of cosis in all other countries, which, as a rule, is lower.

“ High cost of Government operation has increased this dif-
ferential,

“American ship operators, when given a real chance, ean do
much to bring down these costs, to increase efficiency, and to
render desirable service to American farmers and producers.

“ But they can not themselves hope te completely offset
through efficiency alone all the differemce in costs existing be-
tween the United States and European countries.

“This difference the Government must pay, in the shape of a
ship subsidy, if we are to have an efficient American merchant
marine operated by American business enterprise at moderate

s SUBSIDY WILL CUT HEAVY LOSSES,

“ Once this subsidy be granted, business enterprise will pur-
chase and operate the Shipping Board's ships and then begin
to apply to such operations the business skill and enterprise
which have made the people of the United States so prosperous,

“The cost of the subsidy will be very small when compared
to the heavy losses incurred by the Government in the upkeep,
earrying, and direct operation of the American merchant
marine,

“In this way the cost to the taxpayers will be greatly re-
duced, while American business enterprise will go far toward
increasing the benefits to American farmers and producers of
an efliciently operated American merchant marine.

* Great Britain, which has long drawn huge profits and valu-
able advantages from the handling of American commerce on
the high seas, knows that the new merchant marine bill, with
its subsidy feature and its advantages to shippers, will place
American ship operators in position to compete with them,
and they fear the competition of American business enterprise
under such eircumstances.

“They know that, under these conditions, American business
enterprise will gquickly open all worth-while foreign markets to
American produocers and keep them open,

BRITISH MONOPOLY ENDANGERED.

“1It is no wonder then that Great Britain is calling on the
“ Pro-British ” party in the United States to oppose the passage
of the ship subsidy bill, which would destroy the British ghip-
ping monopoly and take from British merchants all opportunity
to close or open at will world markets needed by American
farmers and producers. g

“We must have low cost transportation to foreign markets,
and that transportation must not be controlled by Great
Britain or any other foreign country, if our farmers and manu-

facturers of surplus products are to prosper in competition with
the producers of other countries who need markets now as
never before.

“The open hostility of the people of Great Britain to this
subsidy bill, as reflected in the editorial expressions I am
sending you herewith, is so menacing to our institutions, par-
teularly throughout the Mississippi Valley, that our people
should know the facts without delay,

“ With every respect,

“ Very truly,

) “THE M1ssissipPr VALLEY ASSOCIATION,
“JamEs B. SamarH, President.”
WESTMINSTER WATCHDOGS MUST WAEKEN.

Among these clippings, Mr. President, I find in the Liverpool
Courier of June 13 a lengthy article headed “ Look to Your
Shipping! Westminster Watchdogs Must Waken! What
America Must Realize!”

According to this article, there is a pro-British party in the
United States, and it is declared that British official and un-
official encourngement should be given to this party, and diplo-

'matic suasion brought to bear upon Washington to defeat the

bill that has been designed to give America a place upon the

seas commensurate with her standing among the nations of

the world, The writer is described as “a political and business
expert, whose identity is for the present covered by the
pseudonym * Bencher.”

* If the official American desire is to conciliate Great Britain,”
says this expert, “ why is such a desired end thwarted by the

| Introduction of a bill which must injure her, which has already

alarmed her, which ean but cause to her the most intense
suspicion of America's motives for a generation to come?”
AMERICA ENVIOUS AND JEALOUS, HRITON SAYS.

The writer declares that there is an “ obvious spirit of emvy
and jealousy behind the bHill.” [Italics mine.] Think of that,
Senators, an “obvious spirit of envy and jenlousy” behind
the great bill introduced in the American Congress for the
purpose of placing our own ships on the sea to earry our own

| commerce to all the world, commerce which is now being

carried and for many years has been carried by ships of other
countries. That act on our part, said this writer, “indicates
an obvious spirit of envy and jealousy toward Great Britain.”
Then he proceeded to say that the power behind the measure
comes from Ameriean business, and he adds:

“There are in the States two sections very well defined, the
pro and the anti British. The division runs athwart even the
strong line of cleavage separating free traders from protec-
tionists, This means that some pro-British protectionists,
while wishing nothing but well to Great Britain, are compelled
by party attachment to back the present bill. On the other
hand, there are conscientious free traders who would be against
its passing but for the fact that their anti-British blas is
stronger than their adherence to an economic theory.”

A PRO-BRITISH FPARTY IN THE UNITED BTATES.

According to this anonymous British expert, then, Congress
is divided into the pro-British and the anti-British parties,
but some of the pro-British party will vote for the shipping
bill. Let me quote further from this writer, who asks what
can be done and answers his own guestion by saying:

“The general attitude of Great Britain, Loth officially and
in her trading units, must be such that the pro-British party in
the States is encouraged and the anti-British party made aware
that the subsidy is not the concern of Americans only. There
should be no empty threats of retaliation, either from West-
minster or from the constituencies. There should be no wav-
ing of the Big British Stick [he capitalizes Big British Stick].
There should be instead the actuality.” ;

Those are pretty serious words, Senators!

The anonymous expert then proceeds to tell us of the kind-
nesses that Great Britain has showered upon us.

“ It 18, of course,” he adds, “ perfectly open to any Britisher
legitimately fo regard the subsidizing bill as freachery to his
country. [Italics mine.] Great Britain, out of pure sentiment
toward America, has agreed to alterations of her naval-power
standard ; she has consented to the supersession of the Anglo-
Japanese alliance by a pact more favorable to the United
States; she has allowed the trans-Atlantiec consideration to
affect her handling of the Irish situation.”

SAY UNITED BTATES HAS DONE WORSE THAN NOTHING.

“And in return what has America done?” the writer asks,
and his answer is, “ Worse than nothing.” We not only ab-
stain from assisting Great Britain in her efforts to reestablish
European social life, he says, but he adds that we actively
menace heér by proposing a bréach of commercial morality.
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{Ttalics mine.] There are three things that the British’ mnst
do, 'the writer:says, and he enumerates them thus: |

*1. Diplomatic suasion must be brought to bear upen Wash-
ington.

“2, Capital and labor must combine, in the most actual
gense, to produce and to transport at'the cheapest rate. !

“3. America ‘must ‘'be left under 'no ‘misapprehension :as to
‘the solidity of the empire as one vast commercial unit, 'in the
face of the sustained aggression ‘which the subsidizing bill* fore-
ghadows.” i

BRITISH TO BRING *‘ PRESSURE ' TO BEAR ON WASHINGTON. :

This firstaction, that of bringing pressure to bear upon Wash-
ington, is simple, he says, if only the members of Parliament-will
Jinsist that the British Government .does its duty. To bring!
capital and labor together, he admits, is more difficult, but the
matter of imperial ;golidarity, he says, is in.the hands of the
British Government, and he adds that * it is.again up to the
watchdogs at Westminster to give the dlarm !to Whitehall”
And he concludes with the statement : !

“In the present state of British industry the 'subsidies to
American shipping from the American Nafion will be the last:
straw which will break the back of DBritish prosperity—unless
Great Britain wakens up to her danger and faces it with a
united front.”

Mr, .President, the charges .against America .in this article
.and others to which I shall refer are unfounded and unjust.
I can not concéive how the natural desire and legitimate effort
of the United States to establish a respectable merchant ma-
rine as an essential adjunet to.its Navy and a carrier of a fair
percentage of its vast.foreign commerce can be considered * as
treachery to Great Britain,” as “a menace to international
trade,” and “a breach of commercial morality,” which -war-
rants threats of the “big British stick,” and indicates on the
part of the United States an “wobvious spirii of envy and jeal-
ousy behind the [shipping] WL

'"BRITISH CHARGES 'FALSR AND OFFENSTVE,

These charges are so false, so offensive, so utterly opposed to
the friendly spirit which should exist between the two coun-
tries that I am at a loss to understand them.

It is also asserted that we have in America, in conmection
with the shipping bill, a pro-British and an anti-British party.
This is certainly news to me, and 'I unhesitatingly ‘deny 'the
charge. If there be such parties, one opposing and the other
“favoring this measure, I am not aware of 1t. Personally 1
‘have taken a very active interest for many years in trying to
gecure a strong American merc¢hant marine, but have done so
‘for love of my own country and not because of opposition to
Great Britain. - I have the kindest.feelings toward '‘Britain.
All of my ancestors came from England and 'Wales, and the
ties of blood are very strong. It is farcical for anyone to place
me or men who feel as T do in an anti-British party, if any such
be in existence. We are 'not anti-British but we are ‘Americans
determined to do whatever our judgment dictates is for ‘the
best interests of Ameriea, provided it is honorable and just,
and are not to be deterred by threats or abuse,

BRITISH VIEW OF BRITISH AMBASSADOR.

Incidentally, the Liverpool Courier .views the British am-
bassador to the United States from an angle that.is rather
surprising to us in this country who have noted the activities,
especially the oratorical omes, of Sir Auckland Geddes. The
Liverpool Courler of May 29 last has as its leading editorial
8 statement entitled *“ J'Accuse!”™ The accused one seems
to be the British ambassador, for after stating that the bill to
aid the American merchant marine is still a hanging sword
over the heads of British traders and wage earners, and that
the United States Government “ hopes to: filch from the British
race the supremacy of the earrying services ef the 'world,” the
Liverpool paper adds:

* The Courier has eandidly coufessed 'that nonation ean legiti-
mately prevent another from legislating in ‘any way it pleases
for any of its own industries. All that can be done is to
counter the effects of such legislation by inereased effort.
But this assnmes that all possible persuasive pressure has been
brought to bear to prevent such legislation being, in the first
plaee, introduced. .

* The question now arises,” adds the Courier, “as to whether
all possible pressure was brought to ‘bear .in this partienlar
rease, Did Sir Auckland Geddes, as Great,Britain’s ambassador,
make to the United States Government any representations as
to the view which this country wounld take of the bill? Did Bir
Auckland’s superiors in Whitehall -enter any diplomatic pro-|
test? Did they in any way attempt to bargain away the
more menacing clauses of the bill? Were they informed by
Sir Auckland of the menace of the bill prior to its introduc-
tion? "

I'wonder:if ‘the Courier approves of the ‘very offensive false’

cstatements of ““ Bencher,” mentioned above, which it quetes under
‘big headlines? Does it consider ‘these charges, which are
bound to stir to anger every American with red blood in his
veins, as proper “persuasive pressure” and the kind of
ot tions” Ambassador Geddes should have presented
ragainst the bill?

“AMERICAN REPENTANCE * THREATENED,

Quoting .the views of a “Man on 'Change,” the Liverpool
Courfer.in its issue of May 26.says:

“America will repent, belleve me. If she does not repent of
-her own.free will and drop this proposal, she will repent under
the ;persuasion .of economic . exigencies.”

And in the same .issue George Milligan, secretary of the
Merseyside, Liverpool, area of the Transport Workers’ Dnion,
1is guoted as saying: =

* Buch & measure ought to be resisted if possible and America
«given: to understand that she is going to be the one to suffer
from her attempt to grab a werld trade into her greedy arms.”

Other and dire threats, Mr. President! I begin to tremble. for
-our -welfare.

In the.Liverpool Courier of June 1 last I find swhat is de-
-scribed -as “an exclusive article by Mr. David John Marshall,
a distinguished ornament of the American younger journalism
-and a much-traveled observer.” Mr, Marshall is quoted as giving
‘the British public the surprising information that * The Ameri-
can merchant. marine consists of all vessels flying the American
flag and is controlled by a central authority, the United States
Shipping Board. In supreme command is Admiral William S,
Benson.” I need not say that there are 5,000,000 gross tons of
privately owned shipping under the American flag over which
the Shipping Board has no control, and that Admiral Benson
-is not in supreme command.

BRITAIN FROTECTED BY SUBSIDIES,
“Mr. Marshall points out that British objection to subsidies is

inconsistent. *“ Great Britain had no scruples in taking away
American trade by direct attack some 50 years ago,” he says.

|| “Up to the period of the Civil ‘War, 1861-1865, more than a

third of the world’s total tonnage was under the American flag.
The British merchant marine was a very poor second to the
American. Now, it is a plain fact, acknowledged 'by every
‘histerian, that the slowness on the part of American ship-
owners to replace’ their wooden ships with steel resulted in the
loss of America's prestige on the high seas. British owners
‘were enabled fo make the change quickly by a well-timed
subsidy.”

"The writer concludes with the statement:

“America must have a merchant marine. Our plan is not to
injure Britain. It is to make America secure in event of war.”

Permit me to thank the Courier for publishing Mr, Marshall’s
very sensible comment. He is absolutely correct. We have
not the slightest intention or desire to hurt Britain. But we
.do intend, at all costs, to create a merchant marine that will
carry not less than 50 per cent of our foreign commerce and: give
us just as effective naval auxiliary cruisers and other aids as
Britain’s merchant vessels furnish her navy.

" EMPIRE MUST RETALIATE,” IS CRY RAISED,

Dealing with the guestion of ‘subsidization, under the head-
lines, * United States aggression to hit your pocket—Empire
must retaliate,” the Liverpoel Courier in its issue of June 9 last
says that care must be taken against the “fatalist argument
that subsidies always defeat themselves-and that no great ship-
ping industry can be:built up with their aid.”

I call this argument of that great British newspaper to the
especial attention of those Senators who doubt the efficacy .of
_subsidies. The Liverpool Courier continues:
ta;‘ It is guite untrue historically that subsidies necessarily
fail.

“The Japanese merchant service, which so lately as 1800
had enly 171,000 tons of shipping, has risen to its present.figure
of 8,854,000 teus largely through State aid and encouragement
at British expense.

“The German merchant service was built op from small
beginnings by subsidies, preferential railway rates, and pres-
‘sure on emigrant traffic to. 5,600,000 tons before the war.”

Following ' this tribute to the value of the subsidy policy the
Liverpool paper urges retaliation, and winds up with the
‘declaration :

“ The belief that the British are devoted to laissez faire is
‘80 ingrained in the United States that it is in large part re-

sponsible for the present shipping bill, and it would be well
to'remind  the ‘American public that circumstances might arise
which would compel the British peoples to a radical change of

policy.”
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Go as vou please, gentlemen; we shall not attempt to inter-
fere with any plans you have in mind. In our opinion you have
a right to regulate your own affairs; kindly concede the same
right to us.

BRITIEH BOOB3 AND TYANEHNE GRAB.

Under the captions, * British boobs and Yankee grab—Wan-
gling world trade " (whatever this last may mean), I find in the
Liverpool Courier for May 25 last an article declaring:

“The business community is distracted by unessentials while
its very existence is threatened, Apathy and dissipated energy
are allowing the American merchant and the American shipper
to filch British markets.”

“The time has come,” the article continues, * when British
traders will have to speak out plainly against the machina-
tions of the United States in trying to create for themselves a
monopoly in international trade” 4

As specimens of humor, these statements should be ranked
highly. With our merchant marine carrying less than 4 per
cent of Britain’s exports and imports, our filching of British
markets and international trade monopoly is not apparent to
the naked or even the microscopic eye, I shall touch a liitle
further on this later and continue now with the British view-
point on * Wangling world trade.” The Courier adds:

# It is not sufficient that there should be a vigorous protest
by British shipowners. Nothing would please the Americans
better than to think they were making the British shipowners
squeal. * * * The aim of the United States is clearly to
drive our ships out of the freight trade and to secure a monop-
oly for American trade.”

IF THERE IS A SEA MOXNOPOLY, IT IS BRITISH.

In view of the fact that British vessels, according to the
British Government's own figures, carry more of rhe whole
world’s trade than all the ships of all the other nations com-
binedl, these professed fears that we will secure a monopoly of
ocean carrying have a very hollow ring to them.

Does Great Britain assume that our sea trade is her concern
alone? The tenor of many of the comments that I have read is
that any effort to aid the American merchant marine is directed
solely at the British merchant marine, Roughly speaking,
American sea trade is divided into three parts, of which our
vessels carry one part, Great Britain's another, and the ships
of other maritime nations combined the third.

The monthly summary of our foreign commerce issued by the
Department of Comierce for April shows the value of the im-
ports and domestic exports for the 10 months ending with April
last. Belgian vessels carried $24.000,000 worth of these goods;
German, $32,000,000; Swedish, $46,000,000; Spanish, $38-
000,000 ; Danish, $63,000,000 ; Italian, $120,000,000; Dutch, $162,-
000,000 : Norwegian, $200,000,000; French, $212,000,000; and
Japanese, $352,000,000. The vessels of the other smaller mari-
time nations transported $538,000,000 worth, a total for the
ships of the countries enumerated of $1,327,000,000. In ad-
dition, American vessels transported $1,540,000,000 worth of
goods and British ships $1.605.000,000 worth. Britain, there-
fore, carries more of our exports than we ourselves do and
more than all the other nations of the world combined, but
there is a volume of more than a billion and a quarter dollars
worth of goods carried in foreign vessels other than British.
How, then, can Britain say that the development of the Ameri-
c¢an merchant marine is aimed directly at her?

IS THE UNITED STATES A HBACK NUMBER"?

Another Liverpool paper that has devoted much attention
to the shipping bill is the Journal of Commerce of that city.
In the issue of April 18 last there is an article, one of whose
captions is “United States a back number.” The writer of
this says that he will * venture the opinion that the States will
never prove a serious rival to British shipping,” adding that
* a5 time goes on the frantic efforts of the United States ship-
ping legislators to bolster up their mercantile marine by quack
remedies will end in a gradual declension of the Stars and
Stripes as a factor in the world’s overseas trade.”

In an editorial in the issue of April 20, however, we find the
same paper hinting that the efforts of the United States Gov-
ernment to help the merchant marine *inherently contain the
seeds of muech trouble with foreign nations.” And the hope
is professed that the joint congressional committee will con-
gider, among other things, the provisions of the shipping bill
in relation to what the Liverpool paper calls “ the disastrous
effect it (the bill) is likely to have upon the relations of the
United States and every other maritime nation in the world.”

In the issue of the same paper for May 9 it is declared that
there is little doubt of the passage of the bill, and it is further
declared that, “ Subsidies may prove a considerable help to
ship operators in enabling them to meet foreign competition " ;

but it is declared to be more than doubtful if this aid wiil
prove of assistance in building up such a mercantile marine
as the people of the United States desire.

GERMAN CHARGE OF “ SECRET” BRITISH SUBSIDIES,

Under date of May 11 the Liverpool Journal of Commerce
reprints a dispatch to the Deutsche Bergwerks Zeitung from
its Hamburg correspondent, in which it is stated: * In secret
the British Government certainly is already granting large sub-
sidies to many shipping companies.”

Having declared on May 9 that there was little doubt that
the shipping bill would be passed, the Liverpool paper on
May 16 makes the editorial prediction that it will “ not be at
all surprising ” if the joint congressional committee * expresses
the opinion that it would be more expedient for the United
States Government to reconsider the whole guestion of sub-
sidizing United States ships.” On May 80, however, an edi-
torial entitled, “ Bolstering up United States shipping,” in the
same publication, professes that the effects of the protective
legislation proposed will be to “kill trade rather than in-
vigorate if,” and reprisals are threatened against what the
paper calls “this insane policy of the States Legislature.”
Later issues of this publication are not at hand, but I have
no doubt that the flip-flops of opinion still continue.

One of the leading British shipping papers—Fairplay, of
London—admits the necessity of an American trade fleet from
the standpoint of national protection. In its issue of April 20
last Fairplay says:

“The merchant fleet which America is seeking to gather to-
gether under her flag is as to her Navy as her Navy is to if,
for without the one she would have no training school for
the men needed to man the other, and without the other she
would never be safe against attack on the high seas.”

AMERICA’S DEFENSE DEMANDS A MERCHANT MARINE.

It is only a few weeks ago that I stood in this Hall and
voted for the four-power naval treaty, a document acclaimed as
the crowning piece of American diplomacy. That treaty places
the fighting power of Great Britain on a parity with the fight-
ing power of the United States on the high seas. But when
I voted to ratify that treaty it was with the belief that the
commercial sea power of the United States would be raised to
something near that of Great Britain by the merchant marine
bill urged so forcibly by President Harding. I pointed out then—
and emphasize again to-day—that the commercial sea power of
Great Britain is not on an equality with our own—not 5 to 5,
but far more nearly 3 to our 1, or even 4 to our 1.

We are pledged for 10 years not to increase our battle fleet,
and it is impossible for us to reach a position even approach-
ing the naval equality of 5 to 5 provided for in the four-power
treaty unless we create a strong merchant marine, well sup-
plied with swift combined freight and passenger vessels which
can readily be converted into naval auxiliaries similar to the
splendid fleet of such ships owned by Great Britain.

Those who seek to delay, or prevent altogether, the upbuilding
of the American merchant marine into an adequate peace-time
instrument of commerce not only seek to hamper our national
prosperity, but endanger the very safety of our Republic. We
can not for the present add to our fighting ships, but in sheer
self-defense we must create enough fast naval auxiliaries to
make the few fighting ships we have left wholly eflicient in any
part of the globe to which we might have to send fhem.

JAPAN BUILDING FOR PROTECTION.

Japan, another signatory power to the naval treaty, already
is acting on these lines. The money saved from battleship con-
struction is being turned to fast liner building—emergency
weapons second to none in any naval war.

Sir Edward Mackay Edgar is a director of the great British
shipbuilding firm of Workman & Clark. In a cablegram from
London under date of January 25 last, published in the Denver
(Colo.) Post, he is quoted as saying of the proposed bill for
an American ship subsidy :

“Tt is an affront to the heart of England and an indirect
underband plot against British shipping. Shipping is England’s
basic industry. It is her commercial life. Thereby we stand
or fall. It is an underhand blow, and it is directed at England’s
very existence. But we shall not worry. British shipping will
always hold its own. Nevertheless no more absurd suggestion
could have been made if America wishes to have the warm
friendship of England. Nor could there have been any sugges-
tion more hostile to England.”

1 would say that if England is not worrying, she is concealing
the fact remarkably well, and has a strange way of showing
her equanimity.
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IMPERIAL COMBINE AGAINST UNITED STATES URGED.

The note of a British imperial combination against the Ameri-
can merchant marine is frequently sounded, Mr. Stanley Bald-
win, president of the British Board of Trade, which has extraor-
dinary official powers over shipping, at a dinner of the British
Institution of Naval Architects, in April, is reported by Fair-
play in its issue of April 13 last as having stated that the
British merchant marine “ has not only got to face a period of
intense competition but also a deliberate attempt on the part
of other countries to build up a merchant marine at our—
Britain’'s—expense.  Shipping is our lifeblood, and therefore this
problem. of the mercantile marine is not only a problem for this
country but for the whole Empire, and the Empire should draw
together and present a united front against any attacks which
are made, and it should be known to the world that if any part
suffers the Empire will stand as one man."

Fairplay, commenting in the same issue on this. statement,
says that should the indirect subsidy parts of the shipping bill
pass without alteration, * there can be no doubt but that, as
Mr. Baldwin also says in effect, retaliatory measures will' have
to be resorted to, with all the ugly consequenees that such
action necessarily brings with it.”

Mr. HARRELD. Mr, President——

The "PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Louisiana yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. RANSDELL, T shall be delighted to yield.

Mr. HARRELD. All the various quotations that the Sena-
tor gives from the English press have reference to retaliatory
measures. I presume they mean by that that if the United States
prevides a subsidy for its shipping, they will retaliate by also
‘providing a subsidy. 'What would be the effect if the nations
of the earth should start upon a system of retaliatory subgidies?
If we set the pace and other nations began to meet that by
retaliatory subsgidies, what wounld be the effect?

I ask the question because I have an open mind on this sub-
ject; I am studying it very earnestly, and I am very much in-
terested in the discussion the Senator is giving.

Mr. RANSDELL. 'I thank the Senator for the question. I
have just quoted from one of these great British publications,
the Courier, of Liverpool, in which it shows that the merchant
marine of Japan was built up by subsidies from 171,000 tons in
1890 - to 8,854,000 toms at the present time by 'State aid, by
assistance such as we call “ subsidy.” 'They do not give it that
name, but they say *“ State aid.”” 'The same paper, in the same
number, refers to the wonderful upbuilding of the German
merchant marine from little or nothing to 5,600,000 tons when
the World War broke out by subsidies, preferential railway
rates, pressure on emigrant traffic, and other measures.

Furthermore, let me say to the Senator that before I am
through I shall show that Great Britain herself is ai the pres-
ent time giving very substantial aid to her merchant marine
in the way of subsidies. She is giving to the Cumard Line,
through what she calls admiralty and postal subventions, about
$1,000,000 a year. BShe treats her ships in the most liberal
manner in the earrying of the mail. About 75 years ago we
had a wonderful merchant marine which carried between 80
and 90 per eent of our commerce. Great impetus was given to our
shipbuilding by discriminatory rates passed in the early tariff
acts, and for a few years liberal payments were made for carrying
the mail. This was several years prior to the Civil War—

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President——

Mr. RANSDELL. Wait a minute, and then I will give the
Senator every chance. I say, at that time, when we had gone
forward wonderfully, Great Britain came in with very material
subsidies to aid her ships, and the aid which she gave was most
important in building up her merchant marine at our expense.
In addition to that, she had the wisdom to take up steam vessels
quicker than we did; then the Civil War came on, and all those
things combined to hurt us very serlously,

I now yield to the Senator.

Mr. HARRELD. Admitting all that, however, the question
I asked was, What would be the effect of retaliatory measures

.on the part of wvarious countries trying to overcome or head
off each other in the matter of granting subsidies? That is
.my question.

Mr. RANSDELL. '‘Mr, President, I can not say just what
would be the effect of retaliatory measures by the various mari-
time countries, though I do not think they would be very seri-
ous for mus. I will discuss later somewhat in detail the ques-
tion of retaliation by Great Britain. I should like to say to
the Senator that when the late World War broke out we were
carrying only 9 per cent of our commerce in American vessels.
Ninety-one, per cent of it was being carried by foreign ships,
and it was practically impossible for us to send .our goods

sabroad in our own bottoms, as they were so scarce, Certainly

we .should do.something, and .I think not only we bat every
maritime country should do somethingito have a fair percent-
age of its own goods carried in its own ships.

Mr. HARRELD. I will make myself clear to the Senator.
Suppose that we give a subsidy, and suppoese that Eugland. gives

-a like subsidy. Will it have any effect at all on the situation?

Mr. RANSDELL. I do not kmow what effect it would have
.on England, and I am.not interested in Emgland. I am inter-
ested in the United States. If we give a-subsidy as provided
in the pending shipping bill,. beyond any question it will result
iin building up an American merchant marine which will carry

.at least 50, per cent of our foreign commerce, and that is-ail

that we are seeking to earry. If we give a subsidy, it will en-
able us to sell a great many of the shipsiwhich were built dur-
ing the war, and whieh now are a complete glut on the mar-
ket, .s0 much so they can not be sold at any price. If we. givea
subsidy, it will help us to establish a maval reserve fo train
sailors for the Navy. If we give a subsidy, in my judgment,
sir, it will enable us to place on the sea a considerable number
of fast coembined freight and passenger ships, which in time of
stress may be added to the Navy as auxiliaries, and without those
-ships we can not have an effective Navy, in the words of Fairplay
itself, this great English publication. We can not get these
auxiliaries without aid of some kind, ‘We have not them now.

Let me remind the Senator that when President Roosevelt
sent our fleet around the world, in December, 1807, and econ-
tinued in 1908, they had to be supplied with colliers, provision
ships, hospital ships, and supply ships from the vessels of other
countries, We had very few of our own. Our Nayvy was abso-
lutely ineffective. You can not have an effective Navy without
a -strong merchant marine,

Mr. HARRELD. I agree with the Senator.

Mr., RANSDELL. We can notget that merchant marine
without & subsidy, in my judgment. We have fallen. down abso-
lutely for years and years. Both political parties have fallen
down. .Since about the time of the Civi War, sixiy-odd years
ago, we have carried praectically nene of our commerce in our
own ships. We have ceased to be a seafaring people. The
World War forced us to construct a big fleet of ships. Foreign
ships: could not ecarry our commerce at that time, They could
not carry their own. The U-boat intervened, destroyed a great
‘many-ships, and drove a large number from the sea. Our goods
rotted on the wharves. I know that down in my country cotton
could not be shipped. Wheat from the Senator's own country,
could not be shipped. The world was demanding our commerce
and there were no ships to earry it. The Old World, the world
of Europe, begged us for ships, ships, more ships. We were
compelled to build the ghips for them. We have them now—
over 1,400 of them. We ought to do something to secure their
operation. I know of no way in which this can be done, unless
we give them the material aid provided in this bill; and I will
say to the Semator that it is not subsidy alone. The bill pro-
vides a number of other very important things besides subsidy.
Subsidy is only one of its provisions. All of those matters will
be gone into in detail at the proper time.

“ BATTLING FOR OUR PURSE,” SAYS ENGLISH PAPER,

Returning to the subject in its issue of April 20, Fairpiay,
under the signature of the Look-Out Man, says:

“ Were it ever found that the British mercantile marine were
likely to be put out of existence owing to the peculiar competi-
tive methods of its rivals, I would hesitate at nothing, not even
at nationalization, to keep it going.”

.He seems willing for Great Britain to.take charge of all the
ships and operate them as a national propesition. I am unwill-
ing, as far as I am concerned, to have our country continue to
operate its ships if we can find American citizens to operate
them. I am not in favor of Government ownership and opera-
tion of anything which the citizens can do just as well. .I.be-
lieve in private initiative, in private enterprise. I do not think
we ought to have our merchant marine nationalized, as it is
now to a great extent. At first, as a matter of course, we could
not do otherwise. We had to bnild these ships as a war meas-
ure. They are on our hands. We had to operate them .tem-
porarily. We have done the best we could with them ; but just
as soon as pessible, in. my judgment, we should get rid of them.

This . Englishman seems to threaten us with ‘‘nationaliza-
tion.” All right; if Great Britain wants it, she can have it
I ecertainly do not want it to continue in America any longer
than is necessary, and that is one reason why I favor the pend-
ing bill.

This .man continues :

“ Fights with the raw 'nns "—

I suppose he means the bare hands, the knuckles—

“ Fights with the raw ‘uns.are barred in: this country for
_moral reasons; they tended, I believe, to. brutalize the onlookers;
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or, perhaps, they gave them a shorter run for their money
than they seem to enjoy to-day, when a 20-round affair has
even been known to last for six rounds, not seconds, though
I fancy that the record has been almost reached. When,
however, we are battling for existence, or at least for our
purse, down the other fellow’s yard, the gentler teachings of
civilization and lecture-room logic have to go away and hide
themselves. And that, I am pretty sure, is what would happen
were the two great Anglo-Saxon races to find themselves at
commercial death grips on the waters.”

Thus, in prize-fighting lingo, we have the situation presented
from the British point of view, chip-on-shoulder fashion, like
the old prizefighter who 'sought to win by shaking his fist
and making faces at his opponent,

Such talk is unworthy of a great journal like Fairplay. Its
only effect is to irritate its British readers and disgust Ameri-
cans. The people of this country are more than able to take
care of themselves If forced, against their will, into * com-
mercial death grips on the waters.” Suane men in England
should prevent the repetition of such articles, They are loaded
with dynamite. As a real well-wisher of Great Britain, I
suggest to Fairplay that it try on its American readers some
milder and more persuasive arguments than threats of * re-
taliatory measures” with their “ugly consequences,” and to
the “ Lookout man " that he * hide himself ” for the next five
years in “ the other fellow's yard " and keep silent.

Mr, HARRELD. Or let “Fairplay " change its name.

Mr, RANSDELL., Yes; let it change its name, as the Sena-
tor suggests.

FAIR SHARE OF OUR TRADE IS OUR GOAL.

There is no necessity for hysteria on the part of Great
Britain over the proposed legislation by the United States in
regard to shipping, Surely no country has just cause for
offense at our coastwise laws, which restrict all commerce be-
tween American ports, including Alaska, Hawaii, and Porto
Rico, to American vessels, Nor can anyone reasonably com-
plain because we desire to have fast vessels- of commerce,
which in time of war can be speedily converted into naval aux-
iliaries. Our plan to carry at least one-half our foreign com-
merce, both exports and imports, including our outbound mail
and 50 per cent of the immigrants to our shores, under our
own flag, is a logical and proper one, entirely within our legal
and moral rights, and no country has valid reason to object
to it

Let us see what a fair share of our carrying trade wonld

mean to us. I have here a table compiled from the records of |-

the Department of Commerce, showing the values of American
exports and imports transported by vessels during the calendar
years 1919, 1920, and 1921, a period in which there has been
a large volume of tonnage under the American flag. In these
three years $29,173,000,000 worth of goods moved to and from
American ports by water in the foreign trade. Of this amount
$18,029,000,000 was carried by foreign vessels, and of this
$10,161,000,000 represents the share of British shipping. Amer-
ican vessels carried $11,144,000,000 worth of the total.
BILLIONS PAID IN OCEAN FREIGHTS.

Economic experts figure the ocean freights on goods as
averaging about 8 per cent of the commodity value. On this
basis foreign ships in American trade during the three years
recently ended received $1,442,000,000 in freight money, with
$801,000,000 for American ships, or a total of $2,333,000,000 in
ocean freights in American foreign trade.

If in these three years our vessels had carried half that
trade, instead of somewhat more than a third, there would
have been retained in this country $275,000,000 that went
abroad to help develop the shipping of our foreign rivals, If
we had been able to secure as great a share of our frade as
the British have of theirs, we should have kept in this country
for the development of our own commerce $663,000,000 that
went abroad in the last three years. KEven the highest subsidy
that has been proposed for the American merchant marine
would in three years amount to only a fraction of the figures
I have cited.

President Harding, in a recent letter on the merchant marine
gituation referring to foreign propaganda against the bill, spoke
of “a well-screened course of opposition to an outstanding
and confident American course” and of “ discouragement often
insidiously disseminated here.” What is the foreign reaction
to this?

ACTIVITIES OF FORBIGN PROPAGANDA.

In the London Times of June 23 there appears a dispatch
from * Our own correspondent” at Washington, in which it is
stated :

“Tn the President’s letter are passages discreetly worded
which deserve consideration. The words ‘insidiously dissemi-

nated ' may be taken to refer to the activities of shipping com-
panies of foreign ownership who have in their employ Ameri-
cans ready and able to exert political influence, and American
memories go back 12 years to the discovery by Congress that
the German shipping companies then maintained a: lobby in
Washington for the purpose of thwarting any attempt to give
legislative aid to American shipping.”

And then fellows what, in the correspondent’s own words,
may be called “ passages discreetly worded,” thus:

“ Congress and the country generally are perhaps inclined to
be hypersensitive on the subject of foreign propaganda just
now, and any interests who might think it desirable to follow
the German example will unquestionably be defeating the ob-
ject they seek to attain.”

A word to the wise propagandist is sufficient, If you must
propagandize, go ahead; but don’t be found out. That is the
* discreetly worded ” message sent overseas,

NO ALIBN OPPOSITION TO BE TOLERATED,

On the same date that the London Times dispatch appeared—
June 23, 1922—the London Daily Telegraph printed a message
from ** Our own correspondent,” dated New York, which conveys
the cheering tidings from a British point of view that the ship-
ping bill, “if it passes at all, may be so rewritten as to be un-
recognizable,” and adding: “ The Washington correspondent of
the New York World declares to-day that the Shipping Board
officials are in deadly earnest in promoting ship subsidy legis-
lation, and that ‘no foreign opposition to the bill will be toler-
ated.” The last phrase seems rather obscure,” says the Lon-
don paper's representative im New York, “but,” he adds,
“ the suggestion is that there are shipping companies, foreign
owned, which have in their employ Americans who know how
to marshal political influence at Washington, In the days
before the war it was not disputed that the German shipping
companies had a well organized lobby here, but outwardly at
least there has been no proof of the return of any lobby what-
ever since the war ended.”

Note that in these two dispatches, one purporting to have
been written in Washington and the other in New York and
both appearing in London newspapers the same morning, the
thought is identical and the words in part are identical. Shall
we attribute this to mental telepathy between the representa-
tives of British interests domiciled here or to an organized
interpretation of the resentment against attempted foreign in-
terference in American legislation?

A somewhat different treatment of the case is shown in the
London Morning Post's dispatch from * Our own correspondent
at Washington, printed on the same morning—June 23—as the
other two messages,

ANY STICK GOOD ENOUGH TO REAT A DEAD HORSE.

“ Recently,” he says, “ Senator Warsox [speaking of the
Senator from Indiana] materialized a new ghost in the mach-
inations of the British and Italian ambassadors, but it was
such a poor and feeble spirit that it vanished into thin
air the moment the light was turned on. Now it is the British
and other Governments who are maintaining a powerful lobby
in Washington to defeat the subsidy bill. Nobody has been
able to pick up the trail of these lobbyists or find how their
unholy work is done, but any stick is good enough to beat
a dead horse.”

The feeble spirit’s vanishment into thin alr is interesting to
note, for at the same time this disintegration was accomplished
the British ambassador, after a conference at the State Depart-
ment, departed from these shores on a summer vaeation.

I want to call attention to another dispatch in the London
Post from its Washington correspondent, published in that
paper’s issue of June 15. In this the representative of the
British publication says that he had interviews with President
Harding at Marion prior to his election, and that * the Presi-
dent dwelt upon the importance of the United States having a
great merchant marine, not, as he pointed out, because of any
antagonism to England, but because, in his opinion, it was
necessary for the well-being of America.” The representative
of the British paper adds: “Mr. Harding's views, however,
are not entirely agreed in by his party. Many Republicans
believe that the proposed legislation is dangerous and will be
bound to create friction with England and other maritime
nations, and will not be productive of the results Mr. Harding
anticipates. That the bill will be harmful to British interests
is admitted.”

NO FEAR OF BRITAIN IN CONGRESS,

Note the implication here that there is a sentiment in Con-
gress against the shipping bill because of apprehension that
the measure will create friction with England. If any fear of
Britain exists in Congress, I am not aware of it; nor do 1
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belisve we will be swerved from our purpose to establish the
Awerican flag again on the seas for purposes of protecting the
Nation and the Nation's commerce by any such consideration,
We would deeply regret serious friction with Great Britain or
any other maritime country, but must pursue the course deemed
essential to our naval and commercial welfare, even if offense
be given thereby. We shall try hard, in carrying out this
policy. not to step on any nation's toes, but will do so if
necessary, Self-defense is the highest law of nations as of
individonais. The shipping bill is one of the most important
meansures of national self-defense ever presented to the Ameri-
can Congress, and it does not require prophetic vision to predict
its passage in the near futare.

But the English press holds no monopoly in the matter of
sounding warnings to the United States of the terrible conse-
quences that would follow the passage of legislation to aid the
American merchant marine, British shipping leaders, equipped
with an array of titles thrust upon them by a grateful Govern-
ment, have been showering us with fatherly, or, should I say,
stepfatherly, advice and admonition.

LORD INCHCAPE'S WORDS OF ADVICE.

Lord Incheape, head of the Peninsular & Oriental Line, for
instance, according to the London Times of June 23, made a
speech at a recent dinner of the Worcester Old Boys' Associa-
tion, which was * notable for the references to the prospective
American shipping legislation.” After describing our maritime
ambition as a “ natural product of our kinship™ to the British,
thie noble lord declared that our chief difuculty was not one of
material but of personnel, and he added that “no amount of
Government assistance will produce those ripe fruits of enter-
prise which must come from development by personal and
individual initiative.” He felt sure, says the London Times,
“that any such legislation as that now contemplated by Con-
gress must from its very nature defeat the object it had in
view.”
subventions since 1837.

Sir Norman Hill is one of the leaders of British shipping.
In an article by him, which appears in the London Times of
May 18, he declares that the shipping bill can not be regarded
as werely shipping legislation, and that it raises issues of the
gravest moment to all international trade. The purpose of the
indireet aids provided by the bill. he says, is “to confer on
American ships a monopoly in the world's carrying trade with
the United States.”

BHIPPING BILL “ PROYOKES " BRITON.

He further says:

It can not be that the States are seeking to place addi-
tional difficulties in the way of their buyers, still less that they
are seeking a quarrel, but the merchant marine bill has already
provoked the president of the board of trade to urge that ‘ the
mother country and the dominions should take earnest counsel
together on the matter before it was too late, so that we might
show a united front against any attempt to diseriminate against
or to damage the position of our shipping.’ Such talk is the
despair of every believer in the common benefits conferred by
international commerce, and the pity is that it should be
provoked by threats to keep all international trade [italics
mine] with the United States for vessels under the American
flag.”

Sir Norman Hill seems to run to such words as quarrel, pro-
voked, damage, and threats. Where has he heard these threats
to keep all our foreign trade for vessels under the American
flag? If we shall be able to secure a fair share of that com-
merce—not less than one-half—for our own ships, we shall be
satisfied. Britain carries two-thirds of her own trade; we
carry less than a third of ours. Britain carries more than a
third of our trade. We carry less than a twentieth of hers.
If there is a monopely, who has it? We shall be content if the
shipping bill gives us what we hopeé it will, the carriage of at
least 50 per cent of our own sea trade. We are not asking for
two-thirds of it as Great Britain carries of hers. If to seek
that is to utter a threat, then so be it, for America will never
be satisfied with less.

CUNARD LINE HEAD GIVES WARNING.

Sir Thomas Royden is the head of the Cunard Line. At the
annual meeting of that company on April 26 last he touched on
the shipping situation, saying, in part:

“tmee equality of opportunity for all vessels employed in
international trade is denied by any one nation, the door is
opened for every kind of retaliation, the end of which probably
no one can foresee."

Observe that this note of protest against subsidies to aid
American shipping comes from the head of a British shipping
company most heavily subsidized by the British Government,

Sarae vl ST el S e e s S i B e O e s

Lord Incheape's company has been receiving British |

which turned over to it practically as a gift two of the finest
trans-Atlantic liners ever built—the Mauretania and the Lusi-
tania. The total subvention—or, as we would say, subsidy—
Admiralty and postal, of the Cunard Line amounts to about
$1,000,000 a year. Surely its head should, in all decency, re-
main silent on the subject of subsidies. This Cunard subsidy
is fully explained in Appendix C.

Sir Thomas's words, says the Liverpool Journal of Commerce
in an editorial appearing on April 27 last, “will no doubt be
carefully weighed by the United States authorities, but they
demand the attention also of our own Government,”

RETALIATION CRY AGAIN SOUNDED,

Still another titled Briton who sounds the retaliation ery is
Sir Owen Phillips, M. P., head of the Royal Mail Steam Packet
Co., a continuous beneficiary of Britain's “ subvention " system
since 1842, At the annual meeting of that company on June 1,
Sir Owen made an address, whiclh is reported in the Londen
Daily Express of June 2, under the headlines “ Hint to Amer-
ica—Retaliation for shipping diseriminations.” “A warning in-
tended for America on the risk of diseriminating against British
shipping was uttered,” by Sir Owen, says the London paper,
which quotes the speaker as saying:

“ Great Britain has stood for centuries for the freedom of the
seas and extends to vessels of all nations the same treatment in
all respects as to her own. It is to the interests of all that the
seven seas shounld be free, and I hope that all discriminatory
measures may be dropped. If, on the contrary, foreign nations
impose restrictions and penalties against the British merchant
marine, it may be necessary for Great Britain, in self-protection,
to reconsider her position. There is an act of Parliament of
1853 which has been on the statute book for 70 years giving
the British Government at any moment power to take immedi-
ate measures to protect her mercantile marine against unfair
discrimination.”

What is this terrible rod that Great Britain has in pickle
for us? Some light is shed on the subject in the June 21 issue
of the Syren and Shipping, of London, which states that Sande-
man Allen, head of the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce, has
disclosed the fact that the chamber has approached the British
foreign office with regard to the injurious effect which the
United States merchant marine bill would have upon commerce
and upon that of Liverpool in particular. Mr, Allen also re-
ferred to the customs consolidation act of 1853, which he said
might be utilized. This act, according to the British pub-
lication, provides that in case discrimination in duties or
charges are made against British vessels, it shall be lawful
by order in council to impose like treatment upon the vessels
of the country discriminating, In other words, Great
Britain can adopt measures similar to those proposed by us
for the protection of our merchant marine. And why not?
We have no objection.

COABTING TRADE RETALIATION PROFOSED,

As an example of the proposed retaliation, I quote from a re-
port of Donald Macleod & Co., British shipping brokers, ap-
pearing in the Shipping Gazette, of London, issue of March 27
last. This statement, after referring to the preposal to extend
our coastwise laws to the Philippines, says:

“Great Britain could at once retaliate by including in our
coasting trade the trade between England, Canada, South
Africa, India, and Australia and bar these trades to American
and other foreign tonnage.”

I would call attention to the British Government's trade fig-
ures for May last, showing the trade between Great Britain and
the countries mentioned in terms of nef tonnage of the vessels
with ecargoes in hose trades. These show that the only Amer-
ican shipping entering British ports from any British posses-
sions was 7,238 net tons from British North Ameriea, and in
the same month not a ton of American shipping cleared a British
port with cargoes for any unit of the British Empire,

A 89 PER CENT BRITISH PROPOSITION,

Stress is frequently laid by British interests on the fact that
the coasting trade of Great Britain is open to the ships of all
nations. Let us see how much of an aid this is to non-British
shipping. In the same report for May that I just cited figures
are given that entrances and clearances of ships with cargoes
in the coasting trade during that month aggregated 4,327,880
net tons, of which the total for all foreign ships was 14,268
tons and for British vessels 4,313,261 tons. The British share
of this total was 99.6 per cent, and the foreign share, including
American vessels, if there were any, was four-tenths of 1 per

cent.

If British retaliation should succeed in barring the trades
named to vessels under the American flag, the loss could hardly
be described as more than Infinitesimal,
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We have heard a great deal about ' equal opportunity for
the ships of all nations” as the 'keystone of British. commercidl
policy. ‘And always the thought is mccompanied by the sug-
gestion that British generosity and good will are responsible
for this policy. Let us see.

THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT'S SHIPPING POLICY.

THere is an official British Government document published
by His Majesty's stationery office, London. I may say in pass-
ing that I have the originals of the documents to which I am
referring. I shall not take up the time of the Senate fo quote
directly from them, but I have all of them here on my desk.
The one to which T now refer is called * Reports of the depart-
mental committee appointed by the board of trade to consider
the position of the shipping and shipbuilding industries after
the war,” and it is dated 1918. The chairman of the committee
was Sir Alfred Booth, of the Cunard Line, and among its mem-
bers was Sir Joseph Maclay, subseguently appointed British
ghipping controller.

The question of the advisability of Great PBritain's adopting
a policy of diserimination in favor of its merchant marine is
dealt with on page 196 of this document. The question, as put
in the report, is: * Should British shipping be accorded prefer-
ential treatment over the shipping of other nations?” And the
answer of the committee iz as follows:

“Jt is well to realize ‘that an affirmative decision would in-
volve a reversion to the general principles of the navigation
‘laws. Preference to British shipping might take three forms,
each of which could be used in combination with one or both
of the other two, viz:

“7. Preference in respect to port Tacilities;

“9 Preference in respect to shipping and port dues; or

w3 Preference in respect of the imports and exports carried
in ‘British vessels.

ENGLAND'S REASONS COMMERCIAL,

“Of these forms of preference the first wonld be difficult to
enforce, and the second would, in our opinion, be ineffective
unless the dues in guestion were made exceedingly onerous.
Whatever the merits of preference in this connection, we should
deprecate the imposition of port charges or shipping dues on a
scale higher than is necessary to defray expenses. We are thus
‘left with the third form of preference, which involves flag
digerimination in the purest form. We have only to examine
the nature of our carrying trade to see the undesirability of
.adopting any such policy.” ,

I want to pause just a moment to peint out the gignificance
of the wording of that last sentence. Note that nothing is said
about equal opportunity for the ships of all nations. The ques-
tion is considered not on the basis of the world’s carrying trade
but on the basis of the carrying trade of Great Britain. A cold.
c¢lear-cut business proposition. And then follows the admission
of this British Government commiftee that the ships of Great
Britain carry more of the world’s trade—not merely British
trade, mark you—than the ships of all the other maritime
nations of the worlderolled together. And this is the country
that charges us with seeking a monopoly of the seas,

OVER HALF WORLD'S TRADE ERITISH CARRIED.

The ort says, page 196:

“ Befdre the war we owned nearly one-half the world's ship-
ping and we carried over one-half of the world's trade.” And
figures are given showing that the entrances of British ship-
ping in 1911 represented 71 per eent of the trade between the
British Empire and foreign countries and the interimperial
irade. And, in addition, they carried 29 per cent of the trade
between foreign countries—trade in which the ships never
touched at a British port. Think what that means. As the
British committee puts it, “Only the interimperial trade
would be immune from retallatory action by foreign countries,
The trades between foreign countries would be exposed to
retaliation of both terminals, whilst the trades between the
empire and foreign countries would be liable to retaliation at
the foreign end.”

It is good busimess, is it mot, when Britain is carrying the
bulk of the world's trade, to seek to safegunard its ships en-
gaged in transporting goods neither the buyer nor the seller ‘of
which is British, but it is a more then equal opporiunity that
Great Britain seeks for its merchant marine. ‘As the com-
mittee states:

“The adoption of a discriminatory policy would, therefore, hit
with great severity that portion eof our shipping which trades
between foreign countries, and especially the tramp interest, at
the very time when it will be necessary to make every effort to
recover our former ascendancy in the distant trades and to
repair the very grave damage caused during the ‘war ‘to the
tramp owners’ position.”

WHAT ““ ASCENDANCY ¥ MEANS [FOR:BRITAIN.

I call aitention to the British committee’s own figures to
show what that so-ealled “ascendancy in the distant trades™
‘means, In 1911, the year for which records are given, it meant
67,000,000 tons of British shipping, and in that same year
123,000,000 tons of British vessels entered ports in the trade
between the empire and foreign countries and 41,000,000 tons
‘in the trades between the units of the British Empire, a grand
total of 231,000,000 tons. And last year the total entrances of
American ships at all British ports, according to the record of
the British Board of Trade, were 2,744,000 tons, and of that
total 2,313,000 tons came direct from the United States. And in
the same year, still according to the British Government’s fig-
ures, British ships entering British ports from the United
States alone, with cargoes, aggregated 5,551,000 tons.

‘Having shown that it weuld be bad business to seek discrimi-
nation in favor of British ships, the British committee gives
brief consideration to the international aspect of the situation.
“One argument against a policy of discrimination remains to
be stated,” that body says, “and it is one that in our opinion
overrides all others, Whatever may be the merits or the prac-
ticability .of a League of Nations after the war, it seems clear
that our object must be to eliminate the causes of international
friction which might lead to future wars. International com-
merce will be more than ever mecessary after the war, and it
would be deplorable to set out on a course which would hamper
the natural flow of trade and lead to endless guarrels among
the maritime nations of the world. Freedom of the seas in the
sense of equal treatment of all flags in all ports should there-
fore be a cardinal principle in our pestwar policy.”

“ ENDLESS QUARRELS ” AND “FUTURE WARS” HINTED,

Note how the keynote of this argument of 1918 crops up again
and again in the threats, veiled and unveiled, of the British edi-
torials, interviews, and statements I have read from British
publications, Having decided the case on its merits as a busi-
ness proposition, Britain now puts as a tail to its kite the beau-
ties of international comity, coupled with hints of *““endless
gquarrels " and “ future wars” if the policy that is most ad-
vantageous to the maintenance of her maritime monopoly is not
complied with,

But the report winds up its conclusions on the subject of the
most profitable marine policy by a return ‘'to the purely com-
mercial principles.

“ Our conclusion then is, and must be,” says the British com-
mittee, * that the only policy which can meet the position is one
which, instead of giving preference at home, will secure the
grant of mational treatment to British shipping in 'the fullest
sense abroad. Action should be directed toward maintaining
this treatment where it is already given and toward securing
it where it has hitherto been withheld. So far as maritime
policy is concerned, this is the most effective support that His
‘Majesty's Government can give to Britsh shipping during the
difficult period of reconstruction.”

“ MAINTAIN MONOPOLY ™ 18 THE KEYNOTE,

In other words, the fixed policy of Great Britain is to main-
tain the status gquo where that status is favorable toits ocean
monopoly and to secure a favorable status where an unfavor-
able one exists. Is this a policy based on the interests of the
world or on the interests of the British pocketbook?

At Paris on July 10, just a few days ago, there was held a
meeting of the International Chamber of Commerce's council,
at which resolutions were adopted on the subject of shipping
measures. Note the reproduction of the British argument in
the resolutions adopted, which read as follows:

“That the International Chamber of Commerce desires to call
attention to the recent developmeiit in the various countries of
the practice of flag discrimination and to record the conviction
that sueh action is inimical to the prosperity of international
commerce.”

International commeree, so far as the carriage of the goods
is. concerned, be it noted, is more than half British. The reso:
lutions continue:

“rhat the claim upon which such practices are based, namely,
that the trade of any one country belongs to the mercantile
marine of that country, is unsound and can not hope for ac-
ceptance by the commercial world in general, and that in times,
of peace the benefit of freedom of the seas can only be secured
by equal opportunity in all ports for vessels of all flags.”

WE DO NOT SEEE TO CARRY ALL OUR TRADE. |

That these resolutions deal with our movement to ald our
iown shipping is mot to 'be doubted. And here again 'we have
‘the false claim advanced that we are seeking for our merchant

A.marine the entire foreign irade of our couniry, whereas all
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that we ask and all that we hepe for is a fair share of that
trade, What maritime nation seeks less?

The voice of the resolutions that I have just read may be
international, but the accent is decidedly British. Are we to
regard this as a step in a British campaign to arouse the other
foreign maritime nations on the false charge that the United
States seeks a monopoly of the ccean carriage of its exports
and imports?

Moreover, these resolutions enunciate a false economic prin-
ciple in denying that the trade of any one country belongs to
its own merchant marine. Every country has a moral and
legal right to carry its own commerce under its own flag if it
desires to do so, without let or hindrance from anyone. Any
other doctrine would be monstrous and absolutely subversive
of the freedom of independent governments. The only question
to be determined by a nation in establishing and regulating a
merchant marine is one of practical business convenience and
advantage.

SHALL WE RELY ON FORBIGNERS TO PROTECT US?

Is it for the best interests of the United States to permit for-
eign countries to furnish colliers and other supplements to our
Navy, iis was done during the famous world cruise of our battle-
ships in 1908, or should we have a supply of all such vessels in
our own merchant marine? Is it best for foreign ships to con-
tinue to carry 91 per cent of our vast overseas cominerce, as was
done for years prior to the late World War, or should we utilize
the immense fleet we were forced by the exigencies of the war
to build at enormous cost, when foreign shipping went to pieces,
s0 as to make of it an effective aid to our Navy in time of need,
and a carrier of a large percentage of our foreign trade?
America makes but one answer to this question. Other nations
must decide it for themselves as their respective interests dic-
tate. Their right to do so is undoubted.

I have tried.to outline the British case against the American
merchant marine, as stated in British expressions of opinion.

There can be no stronger tribute to the efficacy of the meas-
ures which it is proposed to take to aid American shipping than
the fact that our chief competitors on the high seus are so
strongly opposed to having us adopt those measures. Every
admonition, every warning, every threat, that comes from for-
eign sources argues the value of the legislation contemplated,
from the American standpoint. If we fail to give the assistance
needed to protect our merchant marine from extermination
we shall be in the position of having yielded to the threats of
our competitors, 5

FOUR PER CENT OF ENGLAND'S TRADE OUR SHARE,

Shall we be content to continue, as we are now doing, carry-
ing 4 per cent of Great Britain's trade while she carries nine
times that much of ours? Shall we be content to go on, as at
present, carrying less than one-fifteenth as much of Britain’s
trade as she herself carries, while at the same time she is
transporting a greater proportion of our foreign commerce than
even we ourselves do?

In the face of these facts, what credit can be given to the
repeated British assertions that we are seeking a monopoly
of the carriage of our imports and exports? What we are
seeking, and what every maritime nation is justified in geek-
ing, Is a fair share of the ocean transportation of the nation’s
foreign commerce, at least 50 per cent, Would Great Britain
be satisfied with a smaller proportion of her trade? Her
ships transport two-thirds of the commerce of Great Britain,
nine-tenths of the trade of the British possessions, and nearly
a third of the trade between all the other countries on the
globe, trade in which the British ships engaged do not touch
at a British port coming or going. Great Britain carries more
than half of the sea trade of the entire world, according to the
statement of an accredited committee of the British Govern-
ment. Our share of this trade is undoubtedly well under 10
per cent. And yet Britain talks of our striving to secure a
monopoly of our ocean comimerce.

THE / BRITISH GOVERNMENT'S OWN FIGURES.

C'onsider in this connection what is shown in the report for
May last of The Trade and Navigation of the United Kingdom,
prepared by the British Board of Trade and ordered printed by
the House of Commons, the last month's record that I have
found available, According to this official document the en-
trances and clearances at British ports of vessels carrying car-
goes and engaged in the direct trade hetween Great B itain and
the United States, including both exports and imports, totaled
1,428,000 net tomns, of which 985,000 tons represented British
vessels, as compared with 321,000 tons of American vessels and
122000 tons of foreign ships. In other words, in our direct
trade with Great Britain our ships earried only 22 per cent of
the commerce as against 70 per cent for British vessels, And in

this same month, still according to the British official figures,
only 25,000 tons of American vessels arrived at British ports from
other than United States ports, and not a single ton of shipping
under the American flag left the United Kingdom for any
country save the United States. Is that monopoly? Is it a
fair share of our trade for ourselves?

No; the boot is on the British leg. The monopo’y iz hers.
More than a fair share is hers, and she is well satisfied to have
the present arrangement continue, with American ships labor-
ing under economic handicaps that make it impossible for them
to compete with the foreigner in foreign trade.

It is well to consider how the American merchant marine
which it is sought to establish permanently came into being.
There Is evident in some of the British opinions which I have
quoted a tendency to profess that we are making an unkind
return to Great Britain, for what? Well, we are told, for
instance, by the Liverpool Courier that England * out of pure
sentiment for America ” agreed to a reduction of naval arma-
ments, to an alteration of the Anglo-JTapanese alliance, and that
consideration for us has affected her handling of the Irish
sitoation. I do nof know in what respect, but there it is. And
in return for all this we are told we have done * worse than
nothing,"”

OCR FLEET BUILT TO AID ALLIES.

When we had entered the late war the cry of the British
was for * ships, ships, more ships!™ to repair the ravages
wrought by the U-boats. A member of the British cabinet,
Mr., Barnes, the labor representative, declared in Parliament
early in 1918 that we were failing Great Britain and urged
intensification of ontput. Our answer to these calls for aid
is the great body of shipping to which it is now proposed to
extend economic assistance that we may have a merchant
marine worthy of our standing among the nations of the world.
Shall we scrap it becanse Great Britain now discovers that she
does not want the ships she called for to end the war and
which played a part in accomplishing that?

The threats which so plentifully besprinkle the majority of
the British opinions which I have cited I merely want to allude
to in passing. The old bogey of retaliation has done service so
long and has so often been shiown to be a straw man that it is
now nothing more than a badly worn piece of theatrical prop-
erty. The methods that we have proposed to apply for the aid
of the American merchant marine are, of course. open to any
other maritime nation to adopt in aid of its own shipping if it
sees fit, and we shall not complain, Our 4 per cent of the car-
rying trade of Great Britain, for instance, can not be whittled
down much further without reaching the vanishing point. and
under the present unprotected condition of American shipping
it seems to be steadily slipping toward zero.

WAR WITH ENGLAND UNTHINKABLE.

Of the threats of war, whether discreetly or undiscreetly
worded, I want to say still less, They are unworthy of their
authors and very offensive to patriotic Americans, England
tried coercion on America without success 146 years ago, when
we had only 3,000,000 people. were much divided in opinion and
action, and very weak financially, She could hardly, expect
better results by force at this time. as we now have forty times
as many people, closely united in patriotic bonds,. and with
developed resources of every kind in proportion. War between
the two countries is unthinkable, and no real patriot in either
should contemplate it for a moment. The Englishman who
talks of war, either actual or commerecial, with the United
States is a dangerous animal and should be muzzled.

No maritime nation can contemplate the possibility of conflict
over the right of another maritime nation to handle a fair
share of its own commerce, all bluff, bluster, and braggadocio
to the contrary notwithstanding., We shall not be swerved from
our just purpose by this, nor by propaganda, whether it be dis-
seminated within the shadow of the Capitol or overseas.

OPPOSITION IS ANTI-AMERICAXN, P

Mr. President, I desire to say here and now, with all the em-
phasis in my power and with due respect for my colleagues in
both Houses who differ in opinion, that a vote against the bill
to aid the Ameriecan merchant marine is a vote to aid Great
Britain and to injure the United States, a vote to destroy, per-
haps forever, our chances of an adequate place ou the high

In conclusion, I would ask just this:

Shall we play the game of our commercial rivals by stifiing
legislation to establish a merchant marine of our own for our
national and industrial protection, when by so doing we would
turn over to them the undisputed monopoly of the seas?

In a word, shall we allow Great Britain to dictate our sea
policy and leave us in commercial bondage for generations to
come? Shall we permit her to set up on the high seas a notice
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reading: “ British property!
a thousand times no!

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that all quotations
and extracts during the course of my remarks may be printed
in 8-point type.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in

the chair). Without objection, it is so ordered.

THE MUSCLE SHOALS PROJECT.

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, the chairman of our Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Nogris], this morning submitted a report on the efforts of |

that committee to pass upon the question in connection with
Muscle Shoals. I want to employ just a few minutes in explain-
ing my attitude on that guestion.

As a member of the Committee on Agricnlture I have exer-
cised every diligence in an effort to inform myself as fully as

possible concerning the Government’s interest at Muscle Shoals. .
In doing this I have, in so far as other duties would permit,

been a regular attendant at the committee’s hearings and have
carefully studied the several different propositions made to the
committee for the purchase of Government property and the
¥ psing of the power plant.

It was my privilege to accompany other members of the com-

mittee on an investigating trip to Muscle Sheals for the pur-

pose of inspecting the work already deme on Dam No. 2,
together with the nitrate plant, the steam power plant, and the
extensive construction of buildings. Both the amount of money
expended and the various forms of construction involved in
the Government's investment at Muscle Shoals preclude the
possibility of finding an easy solution of the problem. The

very nature of the development reduces its efficiency for indus- |

trial purposes, and to that extent decreases its commercial
value. Here I want to attest to the unusually substantial char-
action of construction involved in that part of the dam already
completed, in the enormouns steam plant located near by, and

the tremendous buildings included in the great nitrate plants, |

as well as a great many of the hundreds of buildings used in
housing employees.

Even a superficial study of the situation would compel the
conclusion that the problem involved in the disposition or ad-
ministration of Muscle Shoals is not a simple one. From my
viewpoint the more haste employed in these negotiations the
mere wasteful will be the cost to the Government, and for
this reason it has been my conviction from the start that the
proper permanent solution reguired careful study and just as
careful negotiation.

Upon one point there was complete concurrence on the part
of every member of the committee, in go far as I know, who
vigited Muscle Shoals, and that was the unquestioned necessity
of proceeding at once upon a plan to complete and equip Dam
No. 2. Under the circumstances no other conclusion could have
been reached. The investment already made involved about
$17.000,000; and while this did not include quite as much as
half of the final amount required in the construction of the
dam, the work already completed renders the balance of the
construction, as stated to us by the engineers, very much les$
difficult than the original work. As the situation now stands
we not only have this enormous investment, which is rendering
no service to anyone, but a very extensive outlay in connection
with preparation for continued construction in the way of neces-
gary cofferdams and other improvements, all of which dete-
riorate very rapidly when unused.

This unsatisfactory situation is further complicated by the
fact that at the beginning the construction necessarily discon-
tinued or interrupted navigation on the river through the clos-
ing of locks which had previously been used; so we have the
enormous investment already made in the dam serving no pur-
pose, but actually obstructing the river. Therefore, among
those who had an opportunity of personal imspection, so far as
1 know there avas no difference of opinion, but there was a
general agreement that Congress should at once appropriate
funds for continuing the construction of Dam No. 2, and carry
it on to its final completion. We were informed by the engi-
neers in charge that it would require at least three low-water
periods to complete this work. :

In view of the fact that actual production must be contingent
upon the completion of this dam, I have, as one member of the
committee, been unable to-belie've that any useful purpose would
be served by unduoe haste in concluoding megotiations under
which this great Government property is to be leased and per-
manently operated.

Among the several propositions submitted to the committee
the one made by Henry Ford was, for many reasons, the most
satisfactory in its provisions. The primary purpose of the
Government jn building this great dam was for the production

Americans keep off1” I say mo,

of mitrate to be employed during the emergency of war and

for the more general and continued use in the manufacture of

fertilizer. Mr, Ford proposes not only te produce somually a

minimom amount of fertilizer containing at least 40,000 tons

of fixed nitrate but to maintain the nitrate plants in first-class

gndmw and deliver them to the Govemment in the emergency
wWar.

While Mr, Ford’s offer of $5,000,000 for the Government's in-
vestment, amounting, as I recall, to sixty-five or seventy-five
amillions of dollars, not including the dam, represents a very
low junking value, from my viewpoint it was more satisfac-
tory than any other affer received by the committee. I frankly
confess that Mr. Ford's genius as an organizer or captain of
industry prejudiced me wvery materially in his favor. As it
appears, be not only makes a sucecess of his enterprises but the
benefits of that success are shared in by his employees and the
entire .community in which he is located. On account of such
facts—and they seem proven facts—I was strongly prejudiced
in favor of his proposition.

My principal objection to Mr. Ford's offer was the length of
time stipulated as the shortest lease he was willing to accept,
that of a hundred years. As is well known, there is a.limita-
tion of 50 years in our water power act; and I agree with the
statement of the late Franklin K. Lane when he gaid, in effect,
that we ought not to deny for a longer period of time than 50
¥years the right of those who come after us to pass upon the
disposition of our matural resources; and I am inherently op-
posed to a lease that would have the force and effect of an
actual transfer of control of this great power site to any cor-

| poration for a longer period of time than included in our

water power act. For this reason I voted- against the Ford
proposition as it was made,

There are other serious objections to the Ford offer, but the
length of the lease is fundamental. The condition under which
the Government is required to turn over its interest in the
Gorgas steam plant, sitnated 75 miles from Muscle Shoals, is,
from my viewpoint, both inconsistent and unnecessary. This
plant is so intimately connected with and even interwoven into
the property of the Alabama Power Co. that it would be prae-
tically impossible, as I view it, to separate the one from the
other. According to my information, it is also frue that when
the Government arranged for the use of this property during
the war, one of the conditions named in the agreement with
the Alabama Power Co. was that this company should have a
preferential right to buy the Government's interest at the close
of the war. If this information is correct it would be prac-
tieally impossible for the Government to turn over its interest
in this plant witheut a violation of geod faith.

Then, again, Mr. Ford’s offer provides for the payment to
the Govermment of a fixed rate of interest on the additional
or future cost of Dam No. 2, but does not include any income
whatsoever upon the cost of construction up to date, amounting,
as T understand it, to about $17,000,000. Im all probability the
amount already expended has been on a higher cost basis than
would be necessary under normal conditions; but even in such
event the quality of the work is first class, and from my view-
point there is no reasen why anyone deriving the benefits of
the great power plant should not pay for the amount already
invested, less the excess cost due te war conditions. If, as an
illustration, the construction to date has exceeded the normal
cost by one-third, then this estimate might be taken on a basis
of two-thirds; but, to place the proposition on a business basis,
Mr. Tord’s offer should include a payment of interest on the
construction already completed, estimated at a normal cost.

The two last-named provistons, however, have to do entirely
with a rate of income on an investment and involve only a
matter of dollars and cents. The length of the lease involves
with me a fixed principle, and if Mr. Ford’s offer were modified
to meet this eondition T would be very glad, as one member of
the commmittee, to vote for its approval.

THE MERCHANT MARINE.

Mr. CARAWAY. DMr. Presideft, inasmuch gs the whole day
so far has been taken up in talking about matters not before
the Semnate, and yesterday was likewise devoted to the discus-
sion of wholly irrelevant matters, I presume I am justified in
believing that there is no further intent to press the pending
tariff bill. I am not at all astonished that the proponents of it
ghould have reached that conclusion, because they have eéven
fallen out among themselves about the wisdem of going forward
with it, and no two agree. If it is pressed to a conclusion we
will reach the unhappy condition that there will be no two
members of the majority party on speaking terms, and I do not
want to see that happen if it can be avoided. Of course, T think
it would be to the interest of the country, but there are some per-
sonal reasons why I hate to see them differ among themselves,
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The Senateor from Louisiana [Mr. RaxspELn] read an essay
here nearly three hours in length. When he got the floor, the
Senator from Washington [Mr, Joxes], whe avas his advance
agent in that particular enterprise, suggested the absence of
a guorum, and warned all of us that something of very great
importance was to be said by the Senator from Louisiana.
There were six Senators present when the Senator from Wash-
ington made the point of mo quorum. When these found out
what the subject matter was, there were three who stayed.
One of .them was in the chair; one had the floor; and they,
together with the “ watchdog” .on the Republican side, who
has to stay regardless of how much it affects him, constituted
a very, very appreciative audience, I could tell from the eon-
tortions of their faces that they were enjoying it. They were
trying, by looking sad, to keep from langhing. :

This is what I wanted to say, and when I shall have said it
I will be through. The Senator from Louisiana said that there
was a pro-British party in this country trying to defeat the
ship subsidy bill. Whenever a man gets a cause that is so
bad that mobedy will -espouse it, he then tries to asperse the
motives of everybody who disapproves it. Such an assump-
tion as ‘that expressed by the Senator is just as fair as an
assumption that the Senator from Louisiana and the -Senator
from Washington, who are so actively pressing this matter,
want to increase the amount of liquor that can be sold, because
every ship that flies our fldg is a saloon, and every ship that
flies our flag will he a saloon as long as the present Presi-
dent is President and ‘the present Attorney General is at the
head of the law department. It is just as fair, then, to as-
sume, it is just as near the truth, and everybody will come as
near believing it, that the Semator from Washington and  the
Senator from Louisiana are running a propaganda to increase
the number of barrooms in Ameriea, 8 to say there is .a pro-
British ‘party that is trying to defeat this legislation faverable
~ to a ship subsidy in the Senate, and therefore drive Senators
into supporting this infamous measure.

I am weary of Senators bringing in measures which are so
repellent, and trying to drive other Senators into supporting
them, or at least not openly opposing them, by intimating that
some foreign influences are trying to defeat them.

I spent the summer of 1918 in France, and T have heard more
talk of German invasion here in the Senate since the tariff bill
has been before the Senate than I heard of German invasion
all the months I was in France. There are certain Senators
who come on the floor only wwhen schedules in which they are
interested are to be discussed and voted upon, and say, * Oh,
well, if you don’t support my schedule you will have a German
invasion.” WNow we have a British invasion of our shipping
interests threatened.

It strikes me that when the time comes that nothing can he
said for a measure except that some foreign interest is opposing
it we have reached the end of argument, and the Republicans
might just as well defeat this tariff bill to-day as to defeat it
next week. They do not intend to vote for it. They do not
want it. They may get it to conference, but the seat of any man
who has to go to the people this year, and who votes for that
bill, will not be worth a canceled postage stamp. They know it,
and they do not want to vote on this matter; and long essays like
the one read by the Senator from Idaho yesterday, who got up on
a word and teetered like a boy on a sharp paling, and this long
one to-day, do not fool anybody except the two Senators who read
them. They are killing time and do not want to pass this measure.

It has gotten in the Senate so that Senators feel like a negro
did down in my country one day when he was to be hanged.
After the sheriff got him on the scaffold, he said, * Rastus, you
have 20 minutes to make a statement if you want to make one.”
The negro said, “I don’t know that I have anything to say”
A lawyer standing by, who was as fond of talking as the junior
Senator from Idaho is of speaking, and about as interesting,
got up and said, ¥ Well, if Rastus don’t want to speak, T would
like to have the time.” The sheriff said to the negro, “ Do you
want to give your fime to this lawyer?"” The negro replied,
“J don’t know as I care, but if he is going to make a speech
I wish you would hang me first.”

S0 some Senator comes into the Senate with a stack of manu-
script as thick as your two hands, rises with a solemn loek, and
everybody gets his hat and goes. Of course, if that is the way
to conduct the Senate, the majority party has the opportunity
to manifest to the country just how they think the pending
legislation ought to be discussed.

AMERDMENT OF COTTON FUTURES ACT.
Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, it is generally believed that there

is something radically wrong, and has always been wrong, in
the method of marketing the eotton erop. The guestion is to

find the defect and to apply the remedy; both are apparent,
The wrong is the indefiniteness in the contract and the remedy
is to correct this,

The interest of the grower or owner of spot cotton and the
interest of the buyer of ‘a contract is identical until the time
when the buyer of a contract disposes of it—both want the
price to advance. The seller of the contract desires the price
to decline, and when this takes place the price of spot cotton

falls. There are only 10 grades of cotton tenderable under the .

law. I have no objection to increasing the number, The seller
has the right to select whichever of these 10 grades he desires.

The futures market controls the price of spot cotton; there-
fore it is absolutely essential that such a contract be fair, equal,
mutual, equitable, and just. The contracts are bought and sold
on the basis of middling, and in ease that grade is not deliv-
ered and some other grade is tendered the Secretary of Agri-
culture has the right under the law to fix the price qf the other
grades at the average price in 10 spot markets,

When maturity day is approaching the purchaser, not know-
ing within 10 grades of the quality of the cotton that will be
tendered him, naturally sells out; hence the market is top-
heavy. True, it can be said that there is a purehaser for every
contract, but the fallacy of this argument is that he is not a
purchaser at value when he does not know the gquality or the
grade he will receive, and he will only buy at a depreciated
price. This might be unobjecfionable between the purchaser
and the seller, because each acts with his eves open. My un-
ending complaint is that such a system depresses and depre-
ciates the price of the actual cotton and that the farmer has the
brunt to bear. There is no similar custom or law in the world,
This reverses the usages, laws, and customs of all business, and
is an abrogation of the principles of common sense,

In 1920 there were grown .in the United States 18.2840,000
hales of eotton, and there were contracts sold on the New York
and New Orleans exchanges alone for 128,907,500 bales, and dur-
ing that time the actual number of bales delivered .were 267,700
in New York and 106,600 bales in New Orleans. This is outside
of the exchanges at Liverpool, Bremen, Havre, and other places.
It is probable that every bale grown .in the United States was
sold on an average of twenty-five times over before it reached
the consumer,

We all admit that overproduction depresses -the price of a
commodity ; thisbeing true, does not everselling have the same
effect? Why should cotton fluctnate from $1 .to $10 per bale in
a single day? Goods sold at wholesale are sold en sample.
Would any sensible person give as much for-a contract for any
commodity which could be delivered in 10 grades or classes, not
knowing whieh of the 10 he would veceive, as he wonld give
provided he knew the exact quality he would get? Feor ex-
ample: Suppose there were only 10 grades .of hats or shoes al-
lowed to be traded in by law and that eontracts had :to be en
basis of the middle grade, with the right to the seller to select
all the quantity in gualities he desired, wounld anyone give value
for that kind of a contract? The proposition within itself is
an absolute absurdity. The present law is a plan, or a system,
or a scheme, or.a method which deprives the grower of a tre-
mendous proportion of the walue of every pound of cotten he
raises. By allowing this law to continue, Cengress is unknow-
ingly arrayed on the side of the bear against the producer. The
present law is a great improvement over the former -custom.
Under that custom anyone of 32 grades were tenderable: ‘this
law reduced the number to 10. I am not complaining about
the 10 grades, but there is too much latitude allowed the seller
in filling each particular contract. They should be grouped.
It took Comngress exactly 30 years to get the law passed,
to wit, from 1884 to 1914. I mention this to show the slow-
ness with which Congress acts—and titis must be said to its
shame.

It is claimed by some that my amendment will injure  the
exchanges. This is not my purpose. I am endeavoring to pass a
fair, just, equal, mutual, equitable, and honest law under which
everyone must operate, and if the exchanges ean not exist un-
der this kind of a law, they can retire, so far as T am concerned.
My complaint is the injurious effect of exchange operations on
the price of spot cotton. 'We should be reminded, however, that
there are no exchanges where coal, iron, steel, wool, and so forth,
are traded in.

The wrong has'been pointed out above and the remedy is sug-
gested below, to wit:

'Divide the 10 tenderable grades into three classes—high
grades known as class A, medium grades as class B, and coarser
grades as elass C. 'This is similar to grain contracts,

My amendment requires the seller to he obligated to deliver .

one-third of his contract in the basic grade in each class and
the remaining two-thirds either in that grade or in the other
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grades enumerated in that class. This will make the contract
elastic enough to encourage trading and at the same time
definite enough to be practical and more valuable. By making
the contract more valuable we help the price of spot cotton.
No mill making one kind of thread or cloth can use all of the
10 grades of cotton. Furthermore, I am told an exporter receiv-
ing an order for one grade of cotton is allowed to fill it in either
of the contiguous grades. I am also told that on the Liverpool

. Exchange the seller is allowed only three grades in which to
deliver one contract.

I ask that the amendment to the pending tariff bill, which I
submitted two days ago, be printed in the REcorp as a part of
my remarks,

There being no objection, the amendment was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. DIAL to the bill (H. R.
7458) to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with forei coun-
tries, to encourage the industries of the United States, and for other
purposes, viz: On page 131, after line 20, insert the following :

That the second subdivision of section 5 of the United States cotton
futures act, approved August 11, 1916, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“ Second. (a) Specify as the class of the contract one of the follow-

ing classes:

& Class A, which shall 1ncl!ui1e ti}g'l lmiddlh!:g fair, strict good mid-
dling, good middling, and strict m ng grades ;

o %ags B, whiedh:%t::jﬂ S&tgﬁde onl snact erglddliggs, middling, strict
low middling, an m ng yellow tinged grades;

“ Class C,g'w‘hich ghall inelude only strict low middling, low mid-
dlindz, strict middling yellow tinged, and good middling yellow stained

ades.

Er

“(b) Specify the basis grade for the cotton involved in the contract

whléh} shall bg one of thgrimdes for which standards are established
y the Secretary of Agriculture, and which shall be one of the grades
included within a class in agraph (a) of this subdivision; the price

r pound at which the cotton of such basis grade is contracted to be
ought or sold; the date when the purchase or sale was made; and
the month or months in which the contract is to be fulfilled or settled.

“(e) If mo other class is specified in the contract, or in the memo-
randum evidencing the same, the contract shall be deemed a class B
contract.

“(d) If no other basis Erade be specified in the contraect, or in the
memorandum evidencing the same, good middling shall be deemed the
basis grade incorporated into a class A contract, middling shall be
demef the basis grade incorporated into a class B contract, and low
middling shall be deemed the basis grade incorporated into a class C
contract.”

SEc. 2. That the third subdivision of =sectlon 5 of such act is
amended to read as follows:

“ Third. Provide that the
thereunder shall be of or within the grades for which standards are
established by the Secretary of Agriculture, and of or within the
grades included within the class so specmed or incorporated as the
class of the contract, and that cotton of any other grade or grades
ghall not be dealt with therein nor delivered thereunder.”

Sec. 3. That the fifth subdivision of section § of such act, as

mended, 15 amended to read as follows:

« Pifth. Provide that cotton that, because of the presence of ex-
traneous matter of an{mcharacter. or irregularities or defects, is re-
duced in value below that of strict middling in the case of a class A
contract, strict low middling in the case of a class B contract, or low
middling in the cage of a class C_contract, the grades mentioned be-
ing of the official cotton standards of the United States, or cotton
that is less than seven-eiﬁhths of an inch in length of staple, or cotton
of perished staple or an immature staple, or cotton that is ‘gin cut’
or reginned, or cotton that is ‘repacked’ or ‘false packed' or
% mixrgl packed * or ‘water packed,’' shall not be delivered on, under,
or in settlement of such contract.”

SEc. 4. That the second palyraph of the seventh subdivision of
section b5 of such act, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

# The provisions of the third, fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh sub-
divisions of this section shall be deemed fully incorporated into any
guch contract if there be written or printed thereonm, or on the memo-
randum evidencing the same, at or prior to the time the same is signed,
the phrase ‘subject to United States cotton futures act, section 5,
class A,' if the contract is a class A contract, or the phrase ‘subject
fo United States cotton futures act, section 5, class B, if the tontract
is a class B cqniract, or the phrase ‘subject to United States cotton
futures act, section 5, class C, if the contract is a class C contract.”

8gc. 5. That the provisions of this act shall be effective on and after
the thirtieth day after its passage. but such provisions shall not be con-
gtrued as applicable to nor as affecting any right, power. privilege, or
jmmunity under any contifact entered into prior to such day.

CLAIMS AGAINST GEEMANY,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I did not hear the statement
made by the able Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNpErRwoon]
respecting the bill which he offered a few moments ago deal-
ing with the property seized and held by the Alien Property
Custodian, nor have I had opportunity to examine the bill which
he offered; but I understand that the Senator from Alabama
has just advocated that the property owned by German na-
tionals and seized during the war be applied to the payment of
claims of American nationals and the Government of the
United States against the German Government. Whatever
position the Senator from Alabama takes is bound to command
the attention of the American people because of his great
ability and his well-known integrity, and further because he is

the leader of the minority in the Senate.

: If I understand the position of the Senator, I am con-
strained to dissent therefrom, notwithstanding my great ad-

cotton dealt with therein or delivered

comity are developed and applied.

miration for him and my confidence in his leadership. I have
opposed the policy of confiscation of the property of the
nationals of Germany or Austria or any other of the countries
with which our Nation was at war. I have been unable to
support the view of some, that private property of Germans
and Austrians, which was found in the United States at the
outbreak of the war, should be applied in liguidation of claims
which American citizens may have against the German or
Austrian Governments. Undoubtedly the United States has the
power to confiscate the seized property and to devote it to the
purposes indicated in the Versailles treaty and the treaty
between the United States and Germany. But in my opinion
it would be immoral and violative of accepted principles of
international law, and particularly that higher and nobler
spirit of justice which should be the basis of modern inter-
national relations.

International law is not a fixed science. As the spirit of
justice is developed among individuals and among nations,
higher and nobler forms of law and international usage and
Municipal law should
approximate the standard of justice and righteousness by
which peoples should be governed. International law should
likewise reflect the advancing ideals which should guide the
conduet of peoples and nations in their dealings and relations
with one another,

1 concede that many nations, in former centuries, have con-
fiscated the property of the nationals of powers with whom
they were at war. Neither the persons of alien enemlies nor
their property were respected. The seized property was con-
fiscated as a matter of course, and slavery was the fate of those
persons who were taken prisoners. But as ecivilization ad-
vanced these eruel practices were abandoned and more en-
lightened and liberal policies were adopted. One of our great-
Et American poets, Amy Lowell, of Massachusetts, has stated

at—

Civilization Is the study of man about himself, his powers, limita-
tions, and endurances; it is the slowly acquired knowledge of how he
can best exist in company with his fellows on the planet called earth.

A narrow and provincial nationalism is not compatible with
the liberal forces that are dominating the world nor the spirit
of justice which in the end must control not only individuals
but nations. We are developing a proper spirit of inter-
nationalism, and individoals with the highest patriotism feel
deep concern in the welfare of other nations and in the prog-
ress and happiness of races and peoples of entirely different
origin.

Trade and commerce are widening the interests of the peo-
ple, and all wLo think are discovering the interdependence of
individuals and of nations. The United States and its na-
tionals have invested upward of $20,000,000,000 in other coun-
tries. We have done it upon the strength of treaties and in
reliance upon what we believe to be just and liberal prin-
ciples of international comity. ‘e have been able to differ-
entiate between an individual and his government, We have
perceived that war might be made upon a government and
not upon some of the nationals of that government. That
was Franklin's view when he negotiated a treaty with Prussia
in the closing years of the eighteenth century. By that treaty
American nationals found in Prussia, as well as their prop-
erty, were immune from seizure in the event of war. And
Prussians in the United States were likewise immune from
seizure and their property was protected against sequestration
or confiscation. Indeed, it was provided that the nationals of
both countries could return to their respective countries and
take with them all of their property.

This Republic in its early days contended for the inviolability
of property of enemy nationals. During the Revolutionary
War the fierceness of the conflict inflamed the people in the
various colonies and local statutes were passed which confis-
cated the property of Tories. But Washington insisted, when
these acts of confiscation were not rescinded and the States
would not make compcnsation to the Tories for the property
which had been confiscated, that the Federal Government
should make payment therefor. His views found expression
in the Jay Treaty, which was exceedingly unpopular when its
terms were first made known to the American people. How-
ever, Washington triumphed and the treaty was ratified.
Hamilton ably supported the position of Washington and con-
tended with great ability in favor of the doctrine that the
property of nationals should be inviolable, notwithstanding
that war was waged between the respective Governments.

I stated a moment ago that we had distinguished between
governments and the people of governments. That was clearly
exemplified in the recent war. President Wilson pointed out
that the United States was not warring upon the German people
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but was waging war against the German Government and the
Austrian Government,

Under treaties existing between the United States and Ger-
many and the United States and Austria, Amerieans invested
tens of millions of dollars in those countries, and Germans and
Austrians invested large sums in the United States. The
nationals of both countries profited by these investments. Mil-
lions of dollars were invested in the United States by Germans,
as a result of the trade and commerce between the two
countries, In other words, instead of taking money from the
United States for products sold in American markets, Ameri-
can securities were purchased, or other forms of investments
were made, to the mutual advantage of the nationals of both
countries. I think it may be safely said that neither Americans
who made investments in Europe, nor Europeans who have
made investments in the United States, conceived it possible
that in the event of war their investments in the belligerent
country would be confiscated. 2

The United States has been the foremost champion of the
poliey of the inviolability of property. We have not only con-
tended that property upon land should be immune from con-
fiseation, but we have insisted that property upon the high seas,
even if carried in the ships of belligerent nations, if it were
not contraband of war, should be immune from seizure.
We have opposed not only “land piracy,” as Chief Justice
Marshall denominated the seizure of the property of enemy
nationals found upon land, but we have vigorously opposed

- “gen piracy.”

Mr. President, the war is over, and attempts made to per-

petuate bitterness and antipathies between the United States

and Germany, or Austria, or any former enemy eountry, should |

be reprobated. What the world needs to-day is peace. We
want international peace. The wounds of war should be healed
and every possible effort made to remove the scars, and to bring
about international fellowship and good will. I have felt for
some time that the property which was seized by the Alien
Property Custodian should be restored to the owners of the
same. It is true that the Alien Property Custodian has disposed
of much of the property seized and converted it into cash. The
proceeds derived from the sale should be turned over to the
owners of such property.

It is contended that some property gold by the Alien Property
Custodian was disposed of at prices far below #ts actual value.
1 shall not enter into a discussion of that propositien now, but
will only add that in my opinion some of the patents and trade-
marks, to which the Senator referred, and which were seized
by the Alien Property Custodian were sold at prices which
were merely nominal. I have contended that as to the sale to
the Chemical Foundation, it was illegal, that the price was
inadequate; that the Alien Property Custodian did not measure
up to the requirements of a trustee; that the vendees were
parties to the conspiracy to sell these patents and therefore
acquired no indefeasible title; and that the Government should
institute a suit to compel the Chemieal Foundation to reassign
the patents, copyrights, trade-marks, and so forth, to the Alien
Property Custodian.

After the United States seized German property Germany
seized some property belonging to Americans and which was
found within the boundaries of the German Empire. However,
Germany has restored a portion of the property seized and has
signified its willingness to restore to Americans their holdings
in Germany. I believe, however, that some money that was in
German banks at the outbreak of the war, and which was
seized, hag not been restored to the American owners. 'Of course,
our Government should demand that Germany immediately re-
store to Americans whatever property the German Government
.may have sequestered at the outbreak of or during the war.
The German Government committed various torts against
American nationals, for which it is responsible, and eur Goy-
ernment should take immediate steps to compel Germany to
pay our nationals whatever amounts may be due them, but we
should not confiscate private property owned by Germans in
order to settle claims of Americans against the German Govern-
ment. Undoubtedly the situation ralls for an international
commission or some tribunal authorized to make full investiga-
‘tion as to the claims of Americans against Germany and to
make awards thereon. But, I repeat, Mr. President, our Goy-
ernment can not afford to take any steps that will tarnish its
honor or give justification for the contention that it thas vio-
lated international law or wronged the nationals of any other
country with whom it was at war.

A pumber of bills have been offered and are now pending
before the Judiciary Committee dealing with the property of
former enemy nationals. I have offered several bills, and these
have been referred to the subcommittee of the Committee on

‘ness and dispose of the tariff bill.

the Judiciary. Undoubtedly the bill introduced by the Senator
from Alabama will go to the same subcommittee, and I shail
be glad to have it considered when the bills which I have

-offered are taken up for examination by the committee.

THE TARIFF,

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, what has become of the
tariff bill?

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the
consideration of the bill (H. R. T456) to provide revenue, to
regulate commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the
industries of the United States, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ovpig in the chair). The
question is on agreeing to the amendment of the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. RosiNsoN] to the committee amendment.

Mr, ROBINSON, Mr. President, I am surprised that the Pre-
siding Officer had that information. I am surprised that any-
one who has observed the proceedings to-day should know what
the pending question is. We have had discussion of the ship-
ping bill, of the disposition of alien property, of the Muscle
Shoals controversy, and of many other subjects, but nething
said has related to the matter pending before the Senate,

Mr. MCLEAN. Mr. President, Senators on this gide of the
Chamber are not responsible for that.

Mr. ROBINSON., My friend, the Senator from Cennecticut,
suggests that Senators on the other side of the Chamber are not
responsible for the diversions which have occurred to-day, and
I think he is correct. The other side of the Chamber has not
been represented in the proceedings of the Senate to-day and is
not represented now. No one seems to be taking any interest
in the matter before the Senate.

Now, I realize that all these subjects are important and that
in time they will have to be discussed, but a discussion of
subjects which are not before the Senate usually does mot ac-
complish any good. In the first place, the speeches are not
listened to by Senators. In the next place, if Senators are at-
tending to their duties they are contemplating the proposition
that is pending rather than considering irrelevant subjects.

If this great tariff measure is a matter of such importance
that it must be kept before the Senate to the exclusion of every
other measure, let us confine our debate to the tariff bill, ex-
cept, of course, for the consideration of emergency matters, and
pass or defeat the tariff bill, and then take up something else,
There is a growing element on the other gide of the Chamber
that does not want to vote upen the bill before the fall elec-
tions. I am not violating any confidence or revealing any se-
eret when I make that declaration. The bill is going to be
disposed of. It is not going to be sidetracked on the theory
that the Democrats have filibustered against it to an extent
that will prevent the Senate from disposing of it. We ought
to vote finally on the tariff bill inside of three weeks.

Mr. SMOOT. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. ROBINSON. As soon as the wool schedule has been dis-
posed of I shall be ready to place a limitation on debate, and I
shall be ready to agree to a time to vote finally. Ample oppor-
tunity will be afforded to discuss the shipping bill svhen that
bill is befere the Senate. Full opportunity will be had to dis-
cuss the Muscle Shoals proposition when it is pertinent to do
so0. Recognition of the Obregon government, a purely execu-
tive function, which absorbed the attention of the Senate yes-
terday, of course can not properly be brought before the Senate.
Everything except the pending proposition has been before the
Senate this morning.

Mr. MOSES., Mr. President——

Afr. ROBINSON. 1 yield to my friend from New Hampshire,

Mr. MOSES. I merely wish to point out to the Senator from
Arkansas that he is in error in criticizing the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. RawspErr]. We are considering the hemp
schedule, and ecertainly the Senator from Arkansas knows that
ships use cordage made of hemp.

Mr, ROBINSBON. The brilliant and astute mind of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has performed an acrobatic feat and
has diseovered an intimate relationship between the hemp
schedule and the shipping bill.

Mr. McLEAN. A regular Sherlock Holmes feat.

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; Sherlock, with his Doctor Watson,
would immortalize such a performance,

Mr, President, I hope the Senate may now get down to busi-
That is the propesition be-
fore the Senate. It is true that from this side of the Chamber
has come much of the irrelevant discussion which has oceurred
to-day, from Senators, however, who in the main have votei

with the majority on the tariff bill, giving color to the suspicion

that there is a growing purpose on the part of those who
ostensibly favor the tariff bill to postpone the day of judgment
respecting it. Well, Mr. President, we are going to vote on the
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tariff bill, we are going to vote on the bonus bill, and then we
are going to the country. God save the country!
Mr, President, I suggest the absence of a gquorum.
;l.‘he PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the
roll, ]
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Hiteheock Nelson Smoot
Broussard Johnson New Spencer
Bursum Jones, N. Mex. Newberry Stanley
Calder Jones, Wash, Nicholson Swanson
Capper Kellogg Norbeck Trammell
Caraway Kendrick Oddia Underwood
Culberson eyes Overman Wadsworth
Cummins King per “:ulslx, Mont.
Curtls Lenroot Phipps Warren
Dial Lod Rawson Watson, Ga.
Elkina MeCumber Robinson Watson, Ind.
Fernald McKinley Sheppard Willis
Hale McLean Shortridge
Harreld McNary Bimmons

eflin Moses Smith

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The question is
on the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBIx-
sox] to the committee amendment.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may we have the amend-
ment to the amendment reported?

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask that the glove paragraph
be now taken up and disposed of. At the request of the senior
Senator from Ohio [Mr. PomMErRENE] that paragraph was passed
over yesterday, to be taken up to-day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is a pending amendment
before the Senate. -

Mr, SMITH. The senior Senator from Ohio does not seem to
be in the Chamber. I suggest that we go on with some other
item in the flax and hemp schedule.

Mr. SMOOT. Very well; there is one other amendment rela-
tive to hackled hemp. We have not voted upon that yet, I
also wigh to offer an amendment. So I ask that the glove para-
graph be passed over temporarily.

Mr. ROBINSON. That course is satisfactory to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the request
will be granted.

Mr. SMOOT. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The Reapixe CrErg. The Senator from Utah proposes, on
page 132, line 2, to strike out “ including * line of hemp.’”

Mr, SMOOT, Mr, President, I desire briefly to explain the
amendment. I think no Senator will object to it. The words
“line of hemp,” we are informed by an expert, mean the same
as hemp itself. If we have those words included in the para-
graph, there would be a conflict as to what rate “line of
hemp ” would take, The hemp rate is 2 cents a pound. The
rate on *line of hemp,” as preposed by the House, would be
a higher rate, and as reported by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee it would be 4 cents a pound. However, striking out
the words * including ‘line of hemp,’” will then impose a duty
upon “ line of hemp ” or the hemp itself of 2 cents, as we voted
last evening.

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator’s statement is that “line of
hemp ” means the same as hackled hemp?

Mr. SMOOT. No; not hackled hemp: Hackled hemp is the
highest perfected hemp. That is the final process through
which the hemp goes before going into the fiber of rope. I have
here a letter addressed to the senior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La Forrerre], and upon this letter, I will say to the Sena-
tor from -Arkansas, the rate was fixed at 4 cents. However,
that Senator came in later and asked that the rate be made 2
cents on hemp and hemp tow, but in reducing the rate the
words * including ‘line of hemp’” were not stricken out.

Mr., McCUMBER. I think the Senator should explain, so
that all may understand clearly, that *“line of hemp” is a
lower process in the development of manufacture than the
hackled hemp. In other words, the hackled hemp is ready for
spinning.

Mr. ROBINSON. “Line of hemp” has gone through some
process of manufacture?

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, yes.

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the extent of that process?

Mr. SMOOT. Very little, I will say to the Senator, outside of
simply the first process of getting the hemp itself ready, with
the pulp and everything else in it. Until this morning I myself
thonght that “line of hemp” was the “ hackled hemp.”

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator will pardon me, in the act
of 1909 it was so defined by paragraph 337:

Hemp and tow of hemp, $22.50 per ton; hemp, hackled, known as
* line of hemp,” $45 per ton.

Mr. SMOOT. That is as I have always understood it; but
I have here a letter bearing on the subject, a part of which L
will read in order that the Senate may understand the matter,
This is a letter addressed to the senior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La Forrerre] and is signed by A. H. Wright, secretary,
Wisconsin Hemp Order:

Schedule 10 as amended states “ hemp and bemp tow, 2 cents per
g'ound; hackled hemp, including line of hemp, 4 cents per pound.”

his wording 1is conmsingh in that it evidently makes a distinction
between hemp and line of hemp., To explain this 1 offer the following
discussion of the several terms used :

(1) Hemp: This term when used alone in trade transactions refers
to the long, straight hemp fiber which has been more or less cleaned
by removing the woody portion. It is often ealled rough hemp, raw
bemp, or scutched hemp, but in any case refers to a general class of
hemp fiber which has been roughly prepared, but which is long and
reasonably straight. In other words, it i8 a term used to distinguish
the long, straight fiber from the tangled, more or less matted and short
fiber known as tow.

Then as to “ line of hemp " this letter states:

(4) Line of hemp : This term, which is used prineipally in the Amerl-
can trade, s synonymous with hemp proper. }n other words, it is the
straight, long hemp fiber as distinguished from the short tangled tow.

The proposed amendment will result in placing the duty on
“line of hemp™ at 2 cents a pound instead of 4 cents, as pro-
vided in the amendment originally reported to the Senate.

Mr, ROBINSON. That is, assuming that the committee
amendment prevails?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; assuming that the committee amendment
prevails,

Mr. ROBINSON. The term “line of hemp ” was nsed in the’
act of 1909 and in the act of 1913 in the same way as it is
used in the bill as originally reported. I make no objection
to the amendment which has been proposed by the Senator
from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that
there is a prior amendment pending.

Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that the amendment
which I now suggest may now be acted on, for it precedes the
amendment which is pending,

The PRESIDING OFFICER, In order that that may be
done the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosinson] will have to
withdraw his amendment femporarily.

Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that the amendment
which I propose may be acted upon before action is taken
upon the amesdment which is proposed by the Senator from
Arkansas to the committee amendment,

Mr. ROBINSON. I have no objection to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered. The question is on the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor].

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Ros-
INsoN] to the amendment of the Committee on Finance. The
amendment of the Senator from Arkansas to the commiftee
amendment will be stated.

‘The ReapiNg Crerg. In paragraph 1001, page 132, line 3,
in the committee amendment, before the words “ per pound,”
the Senator from Arkansas proposes to sirike out “4 cents”
and in lieu thereof to insert 1 cent,” so as to read:

Hackled hemp, 1 cent per pound.

Mr. ROBINSON, I understand that the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. STaNLEY] desires to discuss the amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. That is also my understanding.

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Utah might now have
the cotton schedule disposed of, if he so desires.

Mr. SMOOT. Then, Mr. President, I ask that the Scnate
now refurn to the cotton schedule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pending amendment to
the committee amendment will be passed over.

Mr. ROBINSON. I make no objection to that.

Mr., LENROOT. Does the Senator from Utah desire to re-
turn to the glove paragraph?

Mr. SMOOT. I desire that the Senate shall now return to
the glove paragraph.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Utah [Mr. SmooT] to paragraph 914 will be
stated,

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 128, after line 18, the
Senator from Utah proposes to strike out paragraph 914 and
in lien thereof to insert a new paragraph, as follows:

Panr. 914. Gloves, com wholly or in chief value of cotton or
other vegetable fiber, made of fabric knit on a warp-knitti machine,
if single fold of such fabric, when unshrunk and not sudded, and havy-
ing less than 40 rows of loops per inch in width on the face of the
glove, 50 per cent ad valorem; when shrunk or sudded or having 40
or more rows of leops per inch in width on the face of the glove, and
not over 11 inches in length, $2.50 Fer dozen pairs, and for each addi-
tional Inch in excess of 11 inches, 10 cents per dozen pairs; If of two




1922.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

10465

or more folds of fabrie, any fold of which is made on a warp-knitting
machine, and not over 11 inches in length, $3 per dozen pairs, and for
each additional inch in excess of 11 inches, 10 cents per dozen pairs;
made of fabric knit on other than a wsl‘p—kﬂitﬂn? machine, DO per
cent ad valorem ; made of woven fabrie, 25 per cent ad valorem.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I merely wish to make a cor-
rection of a statement which was made last night under a mis-
apprehension. I have been shown this morning an 1l-inch
glove that has been shrunk, and I sent for my magnifying glass
in order to find out how many loops to the inch there are in
that glove, I find that there are more loops than the 40 pro-
vided for in the amendment, but even though the number of
loops were not 41 or 42, the glove having been shrunk, under
the amendment it would fall in the higher bracket and bear
thé $2.50 per dozen rate of duty, it being an 11-inch glove.

I am informed by the importer of those gloves that the price
of the glove was $2.10, foreign valuation. So evidently there
are such gloves imported into the United States. That being
the case, Mr. President, the rate imposed upon that particular
class of gloves, if they came into this country, would be 119
per cent. I desire to make that statement now in order to cor-
rect the statement that was made in answer to a question
which was asked by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMERENE]
last evening.

Mr. POMERENE. I did not understand the figures as to
the rate of duty which the Senator from Utah gave a moment
ago. He said the duty wounld be what per cent?

Mr, SMOOT. I stated that the duty would be 119 per cent.
The invoice price of this glove was $2.10. That is a glove
which has been shrunk, and it falls just over the line info the
bracket where a duty of $2.50 per dozen is provided under the
amendment which I have offered. The price being $2.10, on the
foreign valuation, on a $2.50 specific rate the ad valorem duty
is 119 per cent. I simply wanted to make that correction.
At the time the original statement was made I did not have a
sample of such a glove and did not know there was such a
glove imported into the United States at that price.

Mr. POMERENE. Under the $3 rate provided here.

Mr. SMOOT. The rate proposed is $2.50.

Mr. POMERENE. I understand that that is the rate now
proposed, but I am referring to the provision as originally
reported by the Committee on Finance. The rate originally
reported would add about 20 per cent to the 119 per cent to
which the Senator from Utah refers,

Mr. SMOOT. If that rate had been retained.

- Mr. POMERENE. Yes,

Mr. LENROOT. I offer the amendment which I send to the
desk to the amendment reported by the committee,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the amend-
ment will be stated.

The Reaping CLERk. At the end of the paragraph it is pro-
posed to insert the following proviso:

Provided, That in no case shall the duty or duties imposed upon
gloves in this paragraph exceed 75 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, so far as this paragraph is
concerned, I think there is no question whatever but that a very
substantial increase in the rate is justified when the importa-
tions and the present lack of domestic production are consid-
ered. The only question that is involved here, in my mind, is,
How high a rate should we impose in this bill for the purpose
of protecting American production?

1 think we will all concede that rates can be made so high
that the American people ought not to be taxed to maintain an
American production of a given commodity. For instance, we
wonld all agree, I think—I believe every member of the com-
mittee would agree—that if a commodity can not be produced
in this country normally and steadily for less than 200 per
cent in excess of what it can be produced for abroad, we are
not justified in trying to maintain the production of that par-
ticular article in this country.

My amendment leaves the specific rates as they stand, with
the proviso that no rate shall be in excess of 75 per cent.

The present rate is 35 per cent; so that my proposed amend-
ment will provide more than 100 per cent increase over the rate
in the Underwood law, The Payne-Aldrich rate was 50 per
cent, and therefore my amendment would provide an increase
of 50 per cent over the rate in the Payne-Aldrich law.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President—

Mr. LENROOT. I yield.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Will the Senator state at this point what
the importations are which are threatening the American in-
dustry?

Mr. LENROOT. They are very large.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have not heard any authoritative state-
ment as to how large they are.

XLII—660

Mr. LENROOT. I have not the figures here—the Senator
from New York could probably give them—because I thought it
was conceded that the importations were very large. Perhaps
the Senator from Utah can give them,

. Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator from New York has the
gures.

Mr, LENROOT. As to the particular gloves which the
amendment would cover, I will say to the Senator from Ne-
braska that it is my understanding that the American produc-
tion has practically ceased.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The figures read last night indicated that
the production in this country exceeded by about twice the
importations over an average period.

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, no.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Wisconsin yield to me?

Mr. LENROOT. I yield.

Mr, SMOOT. The American factories are closed down.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield ; and if so, to whom?

Mr. LENROOT. I yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. In reply to the observation just made
by the Senator from Nebraska, the figures which were read
last night went as far only as 1919. It is since then that the
catastrophe has occurred.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Then, we have not had the figures, and
I think we ought to have the figures.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, we have the figures here
for the nine months of the fiscal year 1922, and for that period
the importations were 1,138,490 dozen pairs. That represents
the importations merely for nine months of the fiscal year.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. So that the importations are something
Jess than a million and a half pairs.

Mr. LENROOT. A million and a half dozen pairs.

- Mr. McCCUMBER. Not a million and a half pairs, but a
million and a half dozen pairs,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Now, what proportion of the consump-
tion does that represent?

Mr. McCUMBER. The production is 1,300,000 pairs.

Mr. WADSWORTH. That was in 1918.

Mr. McCUMBER. That was in 1918, which is the last year
for which I have the figures.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. So that the production is about the same
a8 the importation.

Mr. SMOOT. No. The consumption is not about the same,

Mr. LENROOT. There is no production at all. =

Mr. SMOOT. There is no production at all.

Mr, LENROOT. I have looked this question up very care-
fully and I have satisfied myself at least——

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wis-
congin yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. LENROOT. I yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. POMERENE. I am able to give the importations for
the firsf five months of this year. The general importations
of cotton knit gloves in 1922, in January, were 104,304 dozen
pairs; in February, 110,631 dozen pairs; in March, 173462
dozen pairs; in April, 144,473 dozen pairs; and in May, 147,047
dozen pairs.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. That does not answer the question fully,
Has that importation been going on at that rate for a number
of years?

Mr. WADSWORTH. No.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. How does it compare with importationg
for other years?

Mr. LENROOT. There were practically no importationy
during the war. There were, I think, two factories producing
these gloves during the war, and of course their product car
ried a very high price at that time; but during the last yen:
I am satisfied that we were not able, with the present tariff rate
of 35 per cent, to produce these gloves, and I find from the hear
ings that we are not in fact producing them at all. The Sena-
tor from New York will correct me if I am mistaken.

Mr. WADSWORTH. There is about a one-tenth productiomn

Mr, SMOOT, And the very glove manufacturers that madg
them during the war are importing them now to hold their
own trade.

Mr. LENROOT. The testimony so discloses.

Mr. President, I am not making any point that the importa-
tions do not justify a substantial increase in duty. I do not
even make the point that the 75 per cent maximum that T have
proposed will be sufficient to put the American industry im
production. "The point I do make is that we ought not to tax
the American people more than 756 per cent of the value of &
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product for the purpose of maintaining American production of
that particular article, and that is the only point that I do
make,

To illustrate how this would operate: An importer, I will
frankly say, sent me the samples of gloves that I hold in my
hand. I have submitted them to the Senator from New York
[Mr. Carper], together with the tables, and he verifies the
figures that I shall present.

Sample No. 1 is a cotton glove imported at $2.10 per. dozen
pairs, With the present committee amendment rate applied
there would be an ad valorem rate of 119 per cent upon that
glove, whereas the present rate is 35 per cent. The Payne-
Aldrich rate was 50 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. And that glove retails at 50 cents a pair, or §6
a dozen.

Mr. LENROOT. That is what the importer states. It is
contended, however, that it retails for a higher price than that.

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; 70 cents.

Mr. LENROOT. The next sample is the glove that I hold in
my hand, which was imported in March last for $2.50 per dozen
pairs, The proposed committee rate would be eguivalent to
an ad valorem rate of 104 per cent upon that glove. The pres-
ent rate upon this glove is 35 per cent. The Payne-Aldrich
rate was 50 per cent.

The next is the highest-priced glove that comes in this cate-
gory. It was imported in March last for $4 per dozen. With
the rate proposed, the eguivalent ad valorem would be 924 per
cent, as against a present rate of 35 per cent and a Payne-
Aldrich rate of 50 per cent.

Mr. President, if this amendment be adopted, if the American
manufacturer can bring down his cost to 70 per cent in excess
of the foreign cost, he will be able to compete; but I am frank
to say that if he can not do that, he would not be able to com-
pete if my amendment be adopted. I propose the amendment
upon the theory that upon an article like this, of general use
throughout the country, used in every home in the land, we
ought not to tax the American people more than 75 per cent
to maintain the production of that particular article in America.
So I offer the amendment.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, before this vote is taken I
think it is very well for us to review what has been done, as it
relates to this particular form of cotton manufacture.

All concede that even on the cloth, where we have provided
for a duty on those goods made out of a staple of cotton that
js not raised in this country, we have put a rate of duty that
does not exceed 45 per cent. That applies to cotton goods made
out of a type of cotton that is not produced in this country in
sufficient quantities to meet the needs of this eountry. All will
concede that certain specialties and novelties made abroad
that are not made in this country are made out of that kind of
cotton and imported here, and our rate of duty does not exceed
45 per cent. The yarns that are imported into this country,
made out of that staple cotton, do not bear as high a rate of
duty as that,

Now we have come to the simplest form of weaving known to
manufacturers—the knitting process. Every man who is fa-
miliap with the conversion of cotton into the finished goeds
knows that the cheapest form of manufacture is either the
cylindrical or the flat-knit weave. The process of making
gloves, perhaps, is the cheapest of any process known at all,
It is this: You have the cloth; you cut it out automatically by
your design machine; you reverse the glove and stitch it up
by machinery, and I believe the only handwork that is done
an it at all is when you put the butten on the wrist.

There you have the cheapest possible form of converting the
raw material into the finished produet. You ean make the
cotton goods out of the cheapest form of cotton—that is, in the
case of the ordinary cotton glove—beeause you do not need to
have the same twist that you do in producing cloth. It is a
looser twist. It is a knitting yarn, not a weaving yarn. There-
fore you take the lower grades of cotton and convert them into
knitting yarn. You then knit the fabric by the cheapest known
pProcess.

There is something radically wrong somewhere when we
come here and put a duty of 75 per cent upon the lowest grade
of our eotton, to start with, in the bulk of the ordinary cotton
glove, the cheapest form of converting the cotton into the
yarn and the cheapest form of knitting that yarn into the
fabrie.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH. I yield.

Mr. LENROOT. My amendmeni does not propose a rate of
5 per cenf. The lowest rate in the committee amendment is
25 per cent. My amendment merely propeses that in no case
shall a greater rate than 70 per cent be imposed,

Mr. SMITH. It is that to which I am speaking—na greater.
Then the classification of the goods will determine whether or
not the duty shall reach that maximum. I understand that
thoroughly. I claim that you have no rational basis for pre-
posing even 75 per cent as your maximum, when on more diffi-
cult processes you have no such duty as that in the cotton
schedule, and when this is the most notoriously cheap form
in which you can accommodate the people with what in some
cases Is a necessity.

Mr:l LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield once
more

Mr, SMITH. I yield.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator will admit, will he not, that
the 75 per cent maximum proposed is a 44 per cent reduction
from the committee amendment?

Mr. SMITH. I am not taking the committee amendment
as the basis of what I am saying, We are not here to base
our reasoning upon what the committee has done; but if we
have the facts on which to base our legislation for the Ameri-
can people, that is what you are here for, and that is what I
am here for. It is not what the committee has brought in; it
is what you and I, in sifting what the committee has brought
it:, find the facts to be. I am trying to give the Senate the

cts.

We have a monopely of the cotton that produces the bulk of
these gloves. "

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? |

Mr. SMITH. I yield.

Mr. CALDER. The Senator, of course, knows that there are
four different brackets in this paragraph——

Mr. SMITH. Yes.

Mr. CALDER. And that the one with the highest rate—the
119 or 90 per cent, whichever it may be—refers to what we
are pleased to call these so-called chamoisette gloves.,

Mr. SMITH. Yes; I know. It is a new thing that has been
brought in here.

Mr. CALDER. 1If the Senator will take the trouble to
examine the material in the samples that I have here, he will
find that it is one of the most beautiful pieces of cloth he has
ever seen in his life.

Mr. SMITH. I know. I have been under the disastreus
necessity of buying some chamoisette gloves for female mem-
bers of my family,

Mr. CALDER. And if the Senator will examine the gloves
made from this fabrie he will find that they are also very beau-
tiful things, gloves that any lady might be glad to wear.

Mr. SMITH. That is the reason why I am pleading now
that these women of ours shall be allowed to buy them at a
basis which reason would dictate.

Mr. CALDER. The Senafor does not believe that the women
of America would be agreeable to paying 4 or 5 or 10 cents
more a pair to wear American gloves?

Mr. SMITH. It is not a question of paying that much more
to wear American gloves. The question is, Are we justified in
saying that America can not produce them without this duty?
I am trying to show that we can.

Mr. CALDER. All right.

Mpr., SMITIL That is what I am trying to do. You have a
monopoly of the material out of which the bulk of the gloves
are made, which is the finer texture of cotton, the bulk of
which, perhaps, is: made abroad. Then, when you get inte the
form of glove that takes on the nature of the lisle thread or
imitation silk, you have to have a long, attenuated fiber that
may be made from Egyptian cotton. That is the only place,
outside of our protected Arizona cotton, where you can get that
kind of cotton.

Mr. CALDER. That is correct; and these fine gloves are
made of long-staple cotton.

Mr. SMITH. All right. In your eloth schedule, where the
bulk of that cotton is used in the finer preduction of shirts in
the form of mercerized cotton, you have not imposed a duty
exceeding 45 per cent, and it is a more difficult weave, a more
difficult’ twist, a more difficult process of manufacturing the
cloth; and yet, when you come to the cheapest form of manu-
facture, the knitting process, in an article like this, youn raise
the duty 75 per cent higher than on gooeds that consume like
fibers.

I am in favor of taking into consideration the fact that we
have the material here for the bulk of the gloves, and are on
all fours with the rest of the world in getting our material for
the finer forms. In the case of all the other manufactures you
have not raised the duty higher than 45 per cent; and why,
should we go out of our way to give special privileges to those
who produce this article over the man who produces the shirts
and the underwear and the general bulk of cotton clothes that

Epehe i e S e e e
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the American pecple must consume? Lots of people want
gloves, lots of people are entitled to have them, and the finer
the better, and in all conscience, according to the cost of pro-
duction, it is our duty to see that they shall have them as
cheaply as possible, and yet these high duties are proposed now
without any basis except that in an accident, in an emergency,
some manufacturers perhaps have imported enough from
abroad to last them a year or two, and now, if they can get
this tariff up to 75 per cent, they can mulct the American
people and make a fortune out of the gloves they have imported
and stored up.

There is nothing in the statistics to show that up until this
war emergency, right now, any such importations have come
in. The rates of the Payne-Aldrich law and the Underwood
law were ample to keep them down; but an accident occurred,
and there was a dumping. Now, in place of putting on a real
emergency tariff rate, you have put on an emergency tariff
rate to last through the life of this bill. You have no justifica-
tion for doing it.

If we did not have the facilities in America to compete with
anyone in the knitting process, if we did not have the facili-
ties and the raw materials it might lie in your mouths on the
other side to stand here and protect the struggling American
producer of the raw material against the foreigner and protect
the struggling American operator in the mills against the for-
eigner; but you have the machinery and the raw material at
your door, and you have already indicated that you do not
care to go higher than 45 per cent on the very same Kkind
of material being used in a more costly process of manufacture
than this; and then you raise this duty, showing thuit you are
taking care of a special class.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr, President, I call the Senator's at-
tention to paragraph 913, in which the ad valorem duty on knit
fabrie, the very stuft of which these gloves are made, is put at
60 per cent.

Mr, SMITH. I was speaking of this knit fabric business in
connection with the manufacturer's article. You have imposed
a rate of duty out of all line with the other amendments
provided.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator has stated over and over
again that no higher rate than 45 per cent is imposed.

Mr. SMITH. I mean outside of knit goods, the knit fabric.
I was comparing the process of knitting with the process of
weaving, and every man here knows that there is no compari-
son between the cost and difficulty of the one as compared with
the other, Why that difference? We are being jobbed by the
manufacturers. That is the difficulty. They have come in with
a special plea on the theory that somebody has dumped in a
few million pairs of gloves under a war emergency, asking
for a special rate, both on the raw material and the finished
product, to protect a cheap process of manufacture.

I maintain that the duty on this class of goods ought fo
be the lowest in the cotton schedule. It costs less to produce
it, and less to manufacture it, than any other form you have.
Yet you are making it the highest, taking care of a special
class of manufacturers.

God knows I have nothing against the American manufac-
turer. I want to see him prosper. I want to see him prosper
to such an extent that he can share his prosperity with the
producer of the raw material in the cotton fields of America, and
manufacture every pound of American raw cotton into Ameri-
can manufactured goods. But I do not want to see the vast
mass of the American people held up in order to pour un-
godly profits into the coffers of a very few who can manufac-
ture these articles as cheaply as any foreign competitor, if not
cheaper, and you have not a leg to stand on in urging this duty.

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, the pending paragraph pro-
vides for a different rate of duty on four separate and distinet
classes of cotton gloves, running from 25 per cent ad valorem
on gloves made of woven fabric, 50 per cent ad valorem upon
unshrunk and unsudded gloves made on the warp-knitting ma-
chines, to $2.50 per dozen pairs on suéded gloves, with an ad-
ditional duty of 10 cents a dozen pairs for each inch in excess
of 11 Inches in length,

T.et us see just what the production of gloves in the United
States has been. Before the war we did not make any of these
so-called sudde cotton gloves in this country. We knew nothing
about it, The fabric from which they were made was a secret
process known only to the manufacturers of England, who at
that time were the sole producers of the cloth. If Senators
will look at this material, they will find it is one of the finest
finished fabrics that is made of cotton in this country, and so
popular have become these gloves that very many women are
wearing them in preference to those made of silk or kid. It
is the general belief of many men who have studied this sub-

ject that in a very little while these cotton-fabric gloves will
take the place of the kid glove, which is now so very expensive.

Let us see what the production was in this country at the
beginning of the war. In 1914 we produced 50,000 dozen pairs
of these gloves; in 1915, 200,000 dozen pairs; in 1916, about
500,000 dozen pairs; in 1917, a million dozen palrs; and in
1918, 1,800,000 dozen pairs, In 1919 the German producers in
Saxony, where these gloves came from originally, began to re-
vive their industry.

Let us see what the imports from Germany have been. In
1919 there was imported from Germany 812 dozen pairs only.
Our own manufacturers had the market here. In 1920 there
was imported 39,101 dozen pairs. In 1921, 537,000 dozen pairs.
During the fiscal year 1921 the imports from Germany were 87
per cent of the total from all countries. Applying this per-
centage to the total imports of cotton knit gloves for the nine
months of the fiscal year 1922, the imports were 990,000 pairg,
or an equivalent of about 1,300,000 dozen pairs.

The Senator from South Carolina has talked about using
American cotton. Let me say to him that practically all of
the cotton from which this fine fabric is made which is used in
the manufacture of these German gloves comes from the Egyp-
tian fields. This cloth is manufactured in England and made
into gloves in Germany. If we manufacture these gloves here,
which we can do if the committee rates in paragraph 914 are
approved, they will be produced of cotton raised in this coun-
try. Ilistened very attentively to the remarks made by the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin, who ngrees that if we are to protect this
business then, indeed, a fair and reasonable duty is needed.
As I recall it, he said that the duty on the 1l-inch glove was
something like 119 per cent and upon the 23-inch glove about
90 per cent. I insist, Mr, President, that this duty is neces-
sary if this industry is to be maintained. In the statement
made by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENroot] he quoted
from information furnished him by Julius Kayser & Co., of
New York, a most reputable concern of that city, in which he
gave the foreign cost, duty, landing charges, and profits on
imported gloves, with the equivalent ad valorem rates under
the Senate bill. With these figures I agree, except as to the
retail prices. Mr. Kayser's memorandum indicated that the
11-inch German-made cotton sudde glove, the import price of
which he and I agree was 174 cents a pair without duty,
retailed for 50 cents a pair, while the facts are that these very
same gloves are being retailed in Woodward & Lothrop’s store
on F Street, in this city, for $1 a pair,

Here is a pair of gloves [exhibiting], just the same as the
glove 11 inches long exhibited by the Senator from Wisconsin,
that I purchased in Woodward & Lothrop’s store last Satur-
day morning for 31, and they were sold to Woodward & Lothrop
by Mr. Kayser, and by him imported from Germany. Take
the $2.10 importer’s cost on a dozen pairs of these gloves—and
I am taking the figures of the Senator from Wisconsin—adding
35 per cent, on present duty, 15 cents for landed costs, and
then 25 per cent profit for the importer, that glove should have
been laid down here to the retailer for 81 cents. They cost me
%1 a pair, TUnder no circumstances could this price have been
higher to the consumer even with the additional duty, provided
the retailer charged a reasonable profit. In fact, even the
higher rate should not bring the price to the consumer to more
than 75 cents a pair.

Then the Senator referred to a longer glove, 23 inches in
length. He did not quote the retail price in Mr. Kayser's
memoranda, but he has just called it to my attention, and I
note that it is $1 a pair. Here is another pair of gloves that
I bought in Woodward & Lothrop's last Saturday, purchased by
that concern from the same importer, for which I was re-
quired to pay $1.75. Based on the Senator from Wisconsin’s
own figures, prepared by Mr, Kayser, this glove, with duty paid
and 25 per cent profit to the importer, in all probability cost
the retailer about 65 cents, and I was required to pay $1.75
for it, Certainly the present low rate is not conducive to very
low prices for the ladies living in Washington who wear thesa
gloves,

It seems to me that the gentlemen who come here and fur-
nish figures to those who are opposed to the rates which the
committee proposes ought to thoroughly inform themselves,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr, President, will the Senator state
whether the glove manufacturers can afford to manufacture a
glove and have it sold at refail in this country at the price
which the Senator paid?

Mr. CALDER. Oh, yes,

Mr, HITCHCOCK. So that the competition, so far as tha

retail market is concerned, is close—
Mr, CALDER. But for the fact that the American manu-
facturer is driven out of the wholesale market because of the
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cheap foreign price, he could come in and compete with the
retail price I have guoted without difficulty. Let me say fo
the Senator that if he will examine the figures he will find
that this glove, with the duty paid which is provided for in
the bill, and 25 per cent profit to the importer, can be pur-
chased by the retailer for 82} cents a pair. Surely the retailer
could afford to sell them for $1.75.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Does the Senator think Woodward &
Lothrop is the only firm that can import those gloves?

Mr. CALDER. Of course not.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Can not any one of 10,000 people import
gloves and sell them?

Mr. CALDER. Yes.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. And will not that competition level the
price to the American consumer?

Mr. CALDER. Yes; but the facts are that the American
consumer is not getting the benefit of this low rate of duty.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. But the importation of gloves is not lim-
ited to Woodward & Lothrop or to 10,000 people. Anyone can
import gloves, so that you need not worry, as far as that is con-
cerned, about the consumer.

Mr. McCUMBER. That pair of gloves cost originally 33%
cents a pair, and sold for $1.75. :

Mr. CALDER. Yes; I bought them myself.

Mr. McCUMBER. Of course, the duty of 35 per cent was
added to it

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if this rate is imposed and
this additional cost to the imperter and wholesaler is imposed,
why does the Senator say that the retailer will not increase
the price of those gloves from $1.75 by exactly the amount of
the inerease in the duty?

Mr. CALDER. Of course, Mr. President, that again depends
upon the competition, as the Senator from Nebraska has said,
Besides, as the Senator from North Dakota in a remark just
made has indicated, the trade will not warrant raising the
' price of that glove beyond $1.75. It competes at about that

price with the silk glove, and it is getting up to the point where
it is beginning to compete with the kid glove. That is about
the limit of price the refailer can ask. I submit to the Senator
from Nebraska that the retailer has gone to the limit in this

. case,

Mr., HITCHCOCK. Does not the Senator think it is an out-
rage on the consumers of the United States to double the tariff
‘on 20,000,000 pairs of gloves which the people have to use?
They are using 20,000,000 pairs of these gloves.

Mr, CALDER. Of these gloves [exhibiting]?

Mr. HITCHOOCK. Of gloves subject to this provision. As
read by the Senator from Ohio, the imports at the present time,
imot taking into consideration local production, amount to
20,000,000 pairs of gloves a year. I am net talking about that
' particular style, but the gloves which are subject to the tariff
in this provision, as stated by the Senator from Ohio from the
figures fornished by the Tariff Commission. We are annually
importing 20,000,000 pairs of gloves like that, and the Senator
from New York says we are making about one-tenth of the
‘eapacity in America.

Mr. CALDER. We are not importing 20,000,000 dozen pairs

of gloves a year.
I did not say domen; I reduced it to

Mr. HITCHCOCK.
| pairs, so that we can understand it. I say that the imports are
1 20,000,000 pairs of gloves a year.

'+ Mr. CALDER. Yes.
| Mr. HITCHCOCK. So that they are in general use. Itisa
common thing. Shop girls buy them, as well as the well-to-do
women of the country. Poor women buy them, and poor
buy them, I suppose, if they are men's gloves. If they are
women’s gloves only, poer women buy them to the extent of
20,000,000 pairs a year, and does the Senator think he can
justify to the American people raising the tariff duty over 100
per cent on an article of that sort, an article of such general
consumption that 20,000,000 pairs a year are used? This is no
Juxury. This is a commodity of common use. People who can
‘not afford kid gloves are wearing them. People who can not
‘afford more expensive gloves are wearing them. They are
among the cheapest articles of clothing, and this is a proposition
" to raise the duty to a peint so that objection is made even when
the Senator from Wisconsin wants to limit it to 76 per cent,
I suppose the Senator from New York would have 1t put up to
100 per cent?

Mr. CALDER. Yes. And then they would be made in the
 United States and through competition sold for much less than

those 1 have exhibited here to-day.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Is there no limit to the taxes you are
 going to impose on the common American people who have to
.buy cheap things? Should they not be given some opportunity

once in a while to get something that is cheap? Have we
gms? got to levy a tax on the articles the poor people have

Mr. CALDER. The trouble is we do not get them cheap.
As the figures clearly indicate, the American people are not
getting them cheap. Let me say to the Senator from Nebraska
that these gloves ean be manufactured here, a manufacturer’s
profit added, the retailer's profit added, with a duty as high as
proposed in the bill, and sold without difficulty for $1.25 a pair
for the 28-inch glove.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. It can not be done if the Senator has his
way and trebles the tariff on it.

Mr. CALDER. Oh, yes. Competition will take care of that,
Now, with a low tariff of 85 per cent, provided the importer
only took 25 per cent profit and considering every charge added
to the glove, it was sold to the retailer for about 65 cents, and
yet the American lady is compelled to pay $1.75 a pair under
this present low-tariff rate.

Mr. POMERENE, Mr. President, the Senator from New
York has been contrasting the prices of certain goods which he
exhibited and which are supposed to have come from Kayser
& Co. The goods he displayed were said to have been sold at
$4 a dozen. Then he exhibited a long glove which he said re-
tailed at $1.75 a pair. Now, the Senator has not told us
whether these are the same quality of gloves or not. Has he
any information on that subject?

Mr. CALDER. None except that I have conferred with the
customs experts and they say it is a character of glove that is
in common use, Here [exhibiting] are the two pairs. The
Senator from Ohio can compare them.

Mr. POMERENE. I perhaps would not know the guality of
the cloth in the gloves if I should see them. It is a very easy
matter to come here and exhibit ene class of gloves and say
that the purchase price is so much and the retail price is so
much, when we do not know anything about the quality. This,
however, is leading up to what I intended to suggest to the
Senator. :

Since the Senator made his statement I have been advised
that the glove which the Senator has exhibited here, instead of
selling at $4 to the merchant, sold at $8 a dozen. Does the Sen-
ator know whether that is correct or not?

Mr. CALDER. I did not say it sold at $4 to the merchant,
I said the imported price was $4.

Mr. POMERENE. The imported prices, then. My informa-
tion is that th: price to the wholesaler was $8 a dozen.

Mr. CALDER. If the Senator will permit me, in my estimate
of the matter I figured the wholesale price ought to have been,
giving the importer 25 per cent profit, about $7 per dozen pairs.

Mr. POMERENE. We would have to have some expert to
point out whether or not the quality of the glove was the
same or not.

Mr. CALDER. I may say to the Senator that the figures
were prepared for me by Government experts and that my
figures are in substantial aecord with the figures of the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. LENrootr], and I have said so. His figures
were prepared by an importer. .

Mr. POMERENE. But has the Government expert told the
Senator that he is dealing with the same quality of gloves all
the time? .

Mr. CALDER.
which I exhibited.

Mr. POMERENE. No; of course the Senator has not. That
is where the slip is, I suspect.

Mr. President, while I am on my feet I wish to speak very
briefly on this subject.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, before the Senator proeeeds,
will he let me ask the Senator from New York a question?

Mr. POMERENE. Certainly. I yield to the Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. I would like to ask the Senator from New
York whether he bought from Woodward & Lothrop any Ameri-
can gloves of a comparable quality and length?

Mr. CALDER. No; I did not.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator know or can he give us
any information as to the retail selling price of the American
glove comparable with the one he has exhibited?

Mr. CALDER. Of course, I can not, except that I can say
that the figures furnished the Tariff Commission by the glove
manufacturers of the United States indicate that the wholesale
gelling price per dozen of a glove of this character is $11.75.

Mr. SIMMONS. TFor the American glove?

Mr. CALDER. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the wholesale selling price; but
the Senator is not able to give us the retail selling price?

I have not shown him the pair of gloves




1922;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE,

10469

Mr. CALDER. I will say to the Senator that there are very
few of these sold: l

Mr. SIMMONS, I want to ask the Senator, in purchasing
the foreign-made glove for the purpose of exhibiting it here
with the intent of showing the high price at which the foreign
glove is retailing in the American market, why he did not at
the same time try to buy at least a comparable glove of Ameri-
can make so that they might have been exhibited together?

Mr. CALDER. It did not occur to me. I sent my young lady
secretary to the different stores in Washington to purchase the
gloves,

Mr. SIMMONS. Does not the Senator know that the reason
why this alleged cheap foreign article is selling in the American
market for $1.75 a pair is that the American-made glove is
selling in the American market for that price or above that
price? r

Mr. CALDER. Of course, the Senator knows the retailer
would take all the profit he could get.

Mr., SIMMONS. That is not the point. The point I am
making is that the reason why the retailer charges this extor-
tionate profit upon the foreign-made article is because he is
able to get the like profit upon the American-made article.

Mr. CALDER. Very well; suppose that is the case?

Mr. SIMMONS. If that is the case, then no one is to be
blamed for the high prices of the foreign product except the
American manufacturer and the American retailer who sells
the American article at those high prices. In other werds, the
maker in Germany is not to be blamed and the importer is not
to be blamed if a high price is asked for the foreign articles
by the retailer, if the retailer, selling the American product,
charges a higher price.

I think he will find that as a rule the American article is
selling at retail in this country at a higher price than the im-
ported article. Now, suppose the American article in this mar-
ket is selling for $2 a pair. The Senator can not tell us whether
it is or not. It might be selling for a little bit more, and be-
cause it is selling for this high priee the retail merchant who
buys the German article at a low price very naturally raises
the price of the imported article up to what he can get for the
domestic article.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator let me
ask him a question right at that point? .

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes,

Mr., WADSWORTH. Why is it, then, that the American
factories are closed?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. POMERENE. I have not yielded.

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator from New York will wait
until I have an opportunity to discuss that guestion, I may be
able to enlighten him to some extent as to why the American
factories are closed where they are closed:

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ohio has
the floor and will proceed.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I wish to speak very
ibriefly, and I desire to say preliminarily that I expect to vote
for the amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. Le~xzgoor] to the amendment offered by the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Smoor].

1 wish to assure Senators that I have no desire whatever to
embarrass the glove business or any other business by anything
that I may say or by any vote that I may cast, either on this
item or any other item. I have the thought in my mind that
when it comes to legislation of this charaeter we should not
entirely lose sight of the comsumer when we are trying to
'benefit the producer.

The Senator from New York [Mr. Carper] has referred to
|the profits that the importer would get or wanted. I suspect
that is what he is in business for. I do not think that those
who come here and ask for these high duties are inspired by a
purely altruistic semse of the situation. Now, what is the
situation?

Before I enter upon a discussion of the rates I want to say
to the Senate that this morning I had a very interesting con-
ference at my office. How they happened to come I do not
know, but two manufacturers and a representative of a large
.concern that does both a manufacturing and an importing busi-
ness came to my office at one and the same time, and shortly
‘after they came one of the financial experts of the committee
came to see me., So that I had the benefit of the combined
wisdom of them all

This is about the sitnation as I gleaned it in the conference:
(It Is true that the business of manufacturing of suéde gloves in
this country is a good deal demoralized, but it is due in part

‘these gloves—sample 1, sample 2, and sample 3.

to this reason, in my judgment: It is only within the last few
years that we have been manufacturing sudde gloves, They
were manufactured here when there was a substantial em-
bargo upon the German sudde gloves due to the war and to
conditions succeeding. These gentlemen went into the business,
I take it, to make money. They had charged the public an
exorbitant price for their goods. That is my inference. At
the same time there was a very great demand for the kind of
labor that could do this sort of work, and as a result some of
these gentlemen were paying the men who operated the ma-
chines over $100 per week. Their costs, as they have given
them to the Finance Committee and to Members of the Senate,
have been based upon that exorbitantly high labor charge.
Now it turns out that one of these companies made a reduetion
during the past year of 10 per cent in the wage paid and the
other one about 15 per cent, he thought. At the same time it
develops that the wage in Germany has been very much ad-
vanced during the last six or eight months. So that the pre-
vailing economic conditions, taking into consideration the de-
clining wage here and the increasing wage in Germany, all
redound to the benefit of the American manufacturer.

Now, what is the situation? Under the Payne-Aldrich law
there was a duty of 50 per cent ad valorem, Under the Under-
wood-Simmons law there was a duty of 35 per cent ad valorem.
Under the bill as reported by the Finance Committee it was
sought fo place a duty of $3 per dozen on these gloves. The
committee come in now with an amendment to their original
proposition reducing the duty to $2.50 a dozen. Two dollars and
fifty cents a dozen would amount to about 874, on the average,
per cent ad valorem, so the experts tell me. Many of the duties
under this specific rate of $2.50 per dozen will amount to 119
per cent ad valorem. So that, as a matter of fact, with condi-
tions now becoming more favorable for the American manu-
facturer than they were, they are asking under the modified
amendment an inerease of the Underwood rate of two and
one-half times or, in other words, 250 per cent over the present
duty. Now, I submit that this is net guité the right time to
make these exorbitant increases.

More than that—and I say this with all due respect to the
gentlemen who came to see me, for they were all courteous—
the very first thing to which attention was called was the differ-
ence in the wage scale prevailing here and in Europe, which
must be considered, of course, in fixing the tariff. Again, they
diseussed the guestion of the deelining value of the mark, which
also must be taken into consideration. However, when I tried
to find out what the wage cost per unit of production was,
neither one of them knew anything about it. In other words,
the question was put thus: “Assuming that there is a factory
in Germany employing 100 people and a manufacturing plant in
the United States employing 100 people, will the product in the
American factory be more or less than the product in the Ger-
man factory?” They knew nothing about it. That simply indi-
cates that when manufacturers come here with a plea for ex-
orbitant rates we must aceept their statements of fact with a
certain grain of allowance.

Now, let me call attention, if T may, fo some figures that were
presented to me. I also was presented with three samples of
I have an
analysis of this situation to which I desire to call attention.
The statement was made July 14, 1922, 1 may say that while
these figures were left with me by one of these gentlemen I have
since had them cheeked up by the expert who sits to my left;
and while he did not go into all of the details—I did not ask
him to do that—he has stated to me that the figures are sub-
stantially accurate; and I have no doubt about it as I examine
them

As to sample 1 [exhibiting], the foreign valunation in marks,
reduced to American money, per dozen was, in 1914, $1.13; in
November, 1921, it was $1.85; in March, 1922, it was $2.10. -

The retail price in 1914 was 25 cents per pair. At present
it is 50 cents per pair. Under the proposed rate of $2.50 per
dozen, the retail price would be 75 cents per pair, In other
words, the pre-war price is trebled.

Mr. CALDER rose.

Mr. POMERENE, I will yield to the Senator in just a
moment. The pre-war price is trebled in considerable part be-
cause of the high rate of duty.

Mr., CALDER, Will the Senator yield right there?

Mr. POMERENE, I shall yield in just one moment. I wish
to introduce in the Recorp the memorandum, which I hold in
my hand as a part of my remarks without reading.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, permis-
sion is granted.
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The table referred to is as follows:
Comparison of foreign cost, wholesale selling price, and retail selling
ce—~Computed on revised rate reported by Finance Committee of
Senate July 12, 1922,
BAMPLE NO. 1—COTTON GLOVE (2414),

Foreign value in 1914—marks 5 less 5 cent==$1.13.
.'Bé%relgn value November, 1921 (purchased in American money),

Foreign value March, 1922 (purchased in American money), $2.10.
Retail price, 1914, 25 cents per pair,

Retail price at present, 50 cents per pair.
Retail price at proposed rate of spze.ﬁo per dozen, TS5 cents per pair.
DUTY,

RATES OF

Payne-Aldrich rate, 50 per cent.
Present rate, 35 per cent and T cents rer und.
Proposed rate, $2.50 per dozen, egual to 119 per cent,

ILLUSTRATION OF INCREASED RETAIL PRICE.

Forel value per dozen__ $2. 10
Propos;a?ad duty do 2. 50
Landing exp .10
4 .70

Overhead and profit, 353 per cent 1.57
‘Wholesale selling price (net) 6. 27
Retafler's usual overhead and profit, 50 per cent_ o 3.13
Total (equals T8 cents per pair) 9. 40

Mr. POMERENE. I now yield to the Senator from New
York,

Mr. CALDER. The Senator from Ohio has referred to the
foreign cost of the 11-inch gloves which he has just displayed.
I agree with the Senator as to that, and the table which I have
from the Treasury ts gives the same information.

Mr. POMERENE. What I have stated as to the retail
price is correct.

Mr, CALDER. T paid $1 a pair on Saturday for the same
kind and size of gloves.

Mr. POMERENE. Sometimes even a Senator from New
York may be flimflammed. [Laughter.]

Mr. CALDER. That is true, and so may a Senator from
Ohio be flimflammed as to the statistics furnished him.

‘Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator from Ohio if he
purchased the pair of gloves which are now in front of him?

Mr. POMERENE. No, Mr. President; I am afraid I should
have been vietimized, as was the Senator from New York, if I
had gone to the store.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator know how much was
paid for the pair of gloves that he has in front of him?

Mr. POMERENE. I do not.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then the Senator from Ohio has no
evidence on that point?

Mr. POMERENE. I have none at all; I am accepting the
statements that are made here, which correspond, I think, with
those that have been made heretofore.

Now, let me take the second sample [exhibiting]. The for-
eign value in 1914 was $1.38 per dozen; in November, 1921, it
was $2.256; March, 1922, it was $2.50. The retail price in 1914
was 35 cents per pair; at present it is 69 cents per pair; and
under the proposed rate of $2.50 per dozen, up to the 11-inch
length, the price would be 87 cents per pair.
this statement also in the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
sion is granted.

The statement referred to is as follows:

Comparison of foreign cost, wholesale semn%yprico, and retail selling

rice, oom{)uted on revised rate reported Finance Committee of
genate July 12, 1922,

SAMPLE NO 2, COTTON GLOVE
Foreign value in 1914, $1.38,
Foreign value November, 1921, $2.25 (purchased in American money).
Foreign value March 1§22. $2.50 (purchased in American money).
Retail price 1914, 85 cents per pair.
Retail price at present, 69 cents ger pair.

Retail price at proposed rate of $2.50 per dozen up to 11 inches in
Jength, plus 10 cents per dozen for each inch in excess of 11 inches,
87 cents per pair.

Without objection, permis-

(2484) 12 INCHES LONG.

RATES OF DUTY.

Payne-Aldrich rate, 50 per cent.

Present rate, 35 per cent and 7 cents per pound.

Proposed rate, $2.50 per dozen up to 11 inches in length, plus 10
cents per dozen for each inch in excess, $2.60, or 104 per cent.

ILLUSTRATION OF INCREASED RETAIL PRICE.

alne_ = - §2. 50
E?f);’gs?edvdu‘:::y {glove is 1 inch In excess of 11 Inches) ——————_ 2. 60
Landing exp .10

B. 20

Overhead and profit, 333 per cent-- 1. 78
Wholesale selling price (mnet) 6.93
Retailer's usual overhead and profit, 60 per cent——___________ 3.47
Total (equals 8T cents per pair) 10. 40

I ask to insert

Mr. POMERENE. T also have sample No. 3. The foreign
value in 1914 was $2.03 per dozen. I may say that this is a
glove 23 inches in length; November, 1921, the foreign value
was $3.75 per dozen; in March, 1922, it was $4 per dozen. The
retail price in 1914 was 50 cents per pair; at present the price
is $1 per pair, and under the $2.50 per dozen proposed rate the
price would be $1.30 per pair. I ask that the table may be
incorporated in the REcomp.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
sion is granted.

The table referred to is as follows:

Comparison of foreign cost, wholesale selling price, and retail selling
rice, f‘ d on revised rate reported %y Finance Committee of
enate, July 12, 1922.

SAMPLE NO. 3—COTTON GLOVE (2414/16), 23 INCHES IN LENGTH,

Forelgn value 1914, $2.08. 2 -

Forelgn value November, 1921, $3.756 (purchased in American money).

Foreign value March, 1922, $4 (purchased in American money).

Retaill price 1914, $0.50 per pair.

Retall price at present, $1 per pair

Retail price at proposed rate of $2.50 per dozen ng to 11 inches, plus
10 cents per dozen for each inch In excess of 11 inches, $1.30 per pair.

RATES OF DUTY.

Payne-Aldrich rate, 50 per cent.

Present rate, 35 per cent plus T centzs per %ound.

Proposed rate, $2.560 per dozen up to 11 inches in length plus 10 cents
per drmtan for cach inch in excess of 11 Inches eguals ?87% equals 923
per cent.

Without objection, permis-

ILLUSTRATION OF INCREASED RETAIL PRICE.

Foreign value §4.00
Proposed duty (12 inches in excess of 11 inches) _____________ 8. 70
Landing exp .10
7. 80

Overhead and profit (333 per cent) 2,60
Wholesale eelling price (met) 10. 40
Retailer’s usual overhead and profit (50 per cent) - ececcceeem 5. 20
Total (equals $1.30 per pair) 15. 60

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, although I stand ready to
vote for an increase in the rate of duty, so far as this par-
ticular branch of industry is concerned, over the rate provided
by existing law, because I want to be on the safe side, yet I
can not conceive why it is necessary to insist on these exorbi-
tant rates. Bear in mind that the glove industry is not a new
industry here. When it comes to cotton gloves, we manufacture
them in a number of sections of the country and are doing so
successfully. I do not think that the manufacturers are seri-
ously afraid of foreign competition. I have a statement before
me applying to silk gloves which indicates very clearly that we
are selling many silk gloves in foreign markets. The glove
manufacturers of the country know the glove industry; they
are not very much disturbed about those classes of gloves; but
when it comes to the sudde gloves, they came here and, in the
first place, wanted a duty of $3 a dozen ; and notwithstanding the
fact that the Finance Committee had been swallowing exorbi-
tant rates on the products of nearly every line of industry, they
could not retain that $3 a dozen rate of duty upon their stom-
achs, Now they come in here and consent to the rate being
decreased to $2.50 a dozen. I am thankful for that much of a
concession ; but it seems to me that even the highest protectionist
in the land ought to be satisfied with the 75 per cent limitation
which is placed upon the duty on these gloves by the proposed
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Le~Nroor],
which is more than two times the present rate,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President——

Mr. POMERENE., I will ask the Senator to pardon me for
just a moment. The Senator from South Carolina a moment
ago referred to the cost of material and the advantage that we
had in this country over the foreign competitors. FEveryone
has got to admit that to be so. I now yield to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I understood the Senator to say
that the gentlemen, experts in the business, who had conferred
with him were unable to give him any information as to the
proportion of the total cost that is assignable to labor in the
manufacture of the gloves. 1 should like to know from the
Senator if the labor cost can possibly reach as high as 75
per cent?

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I do not think that is
possible.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is to say, the 75 per cent rate
proposed would, in the judgment of the Senator from Ohio,
more than equal the total labor cost?

Mr. POMERENE. There can be no question as to that. I
have some figures here which I shall give to the Senate in just
a moment. bearing upon that question. The Senator from

Montana, however, has not quite accurately stated my posi-
tion. What I intended to say, at least, was that they were
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unable to tell me what the wage cost was per unit of produc-
tion ; in other words, they did not know whether our labor was
more or less efficient than the German labor,

Mr, WALSH of Montana, Per unit?

Mr, POMERENE. Yes. i

Touching somewhat upon the question which the distin-
guished Senator from Montana has just put te me, I have a
table here prepared by the experts going into the question of
cost. It is a comparison of American and German manufac-
‘turing costs for 1921 of warp-knit or chamoisette cotton gloves.
The table itemizes the costs when the glove is made out of the
unshiunk yarn and also when the gloye is made out of the
shrunk yarn. It gives the cost of knitting, dyeing, finishing,
the total cloth cost, the cost of other material, clasps, and so
forth, total matferial cost, overhead eost, and labor cost. I
wish to give to the Senate a few of these figures.

The total material cost to the American manufacturer is
45.10 per cent, but the total cost of this same material to the
German manufacturer is 73.62 per cent. So it appears that
from the material standpoint our manufacturers have a very
great advantage over the German manufacturers.

Now I come to the labor involved in making the gloves. In
the American market this labor is 35.92 per cent of the total
cost, while in Germany it is 17.44 per cent.

Mpr. President, I ask that this table may be inserted in the
Recorp as a part of my remarks, without reading the whole
of it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so

ordered.
The table is as follows:
wwwchmmmm(mwimfdmm and German manufac-

turing costs, 1921
Costs per dozen | Per cent of total
pairs, eost.
Aﬁl' German. Aggﬂ' German.
Unshrunk (average of 2
Yﬁ"( .......... $0, 91 e 3 BRI SRR
oanmhh:g)?i.....-.:....-..I.'...l....n.'. .8 1 P e o e
Totalcloth. .....ccesranannnns-s 1,64 L15 33.47 48, 94
Other material (clasps, ete.). . 57 .58 1L63 24,68
Total material. ........... a2 L7 45.10 73.62
Overhead. .....-wu-acasrmssnsaa- .93 .21 18,98 8.
Labor, in making glove......... 178 Al 85.92 17.44
Tbhl......‘-..............-..--- 4.90 235 100. 00 100. 00
verage of 4 panies):
Bhrll‘g:'él"“” .----?.A.A..‘)..&. 116 DB e qanssnlonnsanrmne
Other eloth expense (knitting, dyeing,
T e e el 102 { - P
Tolal doth. .o i avedaiaaiiiad 2,18 1.74 38.58 5480
Other material (clasps, €1.) . eeue..n. .04 .61 11.33 19.24
Total material. ....ccceereanen.- 2,82 2,35 49.91 7413
o SRR AR AL Ige 1.00 2 17.70 0.15
Labor in making and packing glove. . L8 53 32.39 16.72
L " s e e e e s 5.65 3.17 100. 00 100. 00

Mr. POMERENE. The fizures that I have given are of gloves
made of unshrunk yarns. I have substantially the same items
of cost when the gloves are made out of shrunk yarns.

The total material cost of these yarns to the American
manufacturer is 49.91 per cent, but the tetal material cost to
the German manufacturer is 7413 per cent. The total labor
.cost involved in making and packing the gloves is 32.39 per cent
to the American manufacturer; to the German manufacturer,
16.72 per cent.

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, it appears, then,
that the German manufacturer has an advantage over the
American manufacturer in respect to his wage costs.

Mr. POMERENE. Of about 50 per cent.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It appears that the American
manufacturer has an advantage over the German manufacturer
in respect to his material costs.

Mr. POMERENE. Of nearly 25 per cent.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let me ask the Senator, how
do the two balance? What is the total cost to the American
manufacturer as against the total cost to the German manu-
facturer?

Mr. POMERENE, This is made out on a scale of 100, so
that I am not able to give that. Just a moment.

Mr. CALDER. I was going to ask the same question.

Mr. POMERENE. Pardon me just one minute, I think I
made a misstatement a little while ago when the Senator asked
me as to the total cost. I will say that this is the average of
four companies. The yarn cost per dozen pairs to the Ameri-
can is $1.16, to the German $1.05. Other cloth expense—knit-
ting, dyeing, and finishing—to the American is $1.02, and to
the German 69 cents; making a total cloth cost to the Ameri-
can of $2.18, and to the German manufacturer of $1.74. The
cost of other material, clasps, and so forth, to the American
is 64 cents, to the German 61 cents. Total material eost to
the American manufacturer, $2.82; to the German manufaec-
turer, $2.35. Overhead expense: American, $1; German, 29
cents. Labor in making and packing gloves: American, $1.83;
German, 53 cents; making the total cost to the American $5.65,
and to the German $3.17. 1 may say that this was during the
year 1921, .

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Apparently, then, a 50 per cent
duty would more than take care of the difference.

Mr. POMERENE. , I should think so.

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. POMERENE. I yield. :

Mr. LENROOT. A 50 per cent duty?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Three dollars and seventy-five
cents to five dollars and odd.

Mr. LENROOT. Three dollars and seventeen cents.

"Mr, POMERENE., Three dollars and seventeen cents to five
dollars and sixty-five cents.

Mr. CALDER. May I suggest that on the Senator’s own fig-
ures the difference in the produnction cost is $2.487

Mr, POMERENE. These are not my figures. They are fig-
ures that are furnished me by the expert.

Mr, CALDER. I beg the Senator’s pardon; the figures the
Senator has read.

Mr. POMERENE. Yes. :

Mr. President, I also have here a table which shows a com-
parison of the costs under these several brackets between para-
graph 914 of the Senate bill, the act of 1913, and the act of 1909,
Without taking the time to read it, I desire to call attention
to these facts:

Under the act of 1909 the duty was 50 per cent. Under the
act of 1913 it was 35 per cent. Under the Senate bill the spe-
cific rate of $2.50 reduced to an ad valorem rate would be about
100 per cent. That, of course, is an average, and it would
vary in accordance with the value or quality of the articles
imported.

Mr. President, I ask that this table also may be incorporated
in my remarks. -

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The table is as follows:

Act of 1909.
Act of 1913
Senate bill (par. 914). (par. 260 Over 38 Tmports.
- S0k | Ladies’ Not over $ dozen per

(

Warp-knit or chamoisette gloves:

' ”&xdafnld,noenhmnkwsubded... 50 per cent ad valorem. wﬂm per dozem and ) oy
Single fold, shrunk or sudded. . ... .. $2.50 to $3.70 per dozen IS e e AN ) e Tadie gloves. Y
Twoormorefolds. .........cc.ceae. $3 to $4.30 per di pﬁ? do... 5

| Ord knit gloves for policemen, |.....A0......c.vinrnena-

vwmim?égva& s ete., | 26 per cent ad vai None, usually.

made of woven (nat knit) cloth. ' f f ;

lmpaorts are mainly ladies’ chamoisette gloves, sudded, averaging $2 to §3 per dogon pairs. On these the rates compare as follows: Aet of 1908, 50 per cent; act of 1913,

85 per cent; Senate bill, 100 per cent (eslimated average).
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General imports of cotton lnﬁt gloves in 1922,

Dozen [Value per
pairs.

g&

Value.

pppp
ggene:

Mr, POMERENE. Mr. President, I regret exceedingly that
the Finance Committee has not seen its way clear to reduce
this rate very substantially below the figure of $2.50 per dozen.
I think that the amendment offered by the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. LExroor] will give ample protection to these people,
particularly in view of the favoring conditions which seem to
be before ug, and I am quite sure that it will substantially
lessen the cost of these gloves to the consumer,

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr., President, there were a very few
matters which I took the liberty of bringing to the attention of
the Committee on Finance with what might be termed “ ex-
treme emphasis,” One of them was the condition of the glove
industry in the United States. A goodly portion of that in-
dustry is, or was, operating in the State of New York, and
with some of the communities in which it is sitnated I am
familiar. 1 think I am not inaccurate when I say that of all
the industries as to which I have any information worthy of
recounting, the glove industry, with the exception of certain
elements of it which need not be adverted to upon this oceca-
sion, has been in the most desperate condition. I make the
one qualification—all that I know about.

There are three or four communities that I ecan recollect
at present in the State of New York alone in which knit
cotton gloves are made or were made., Two years ago the
industry was thriving. It had been built up, it is true, during
the war. It is not true that they charged exorbitant prices
for the goods which they produced during the war, unless we
reach that conclusion by a mere comparison of the prices of
all articles during the war with the prices of all articles pro-
duced before the war and say that every increase was ex-
orbitant. As a matter of fact, the prices of these gloves during
the war had not increased by any greater percentage than the
prices of other articles used commonly by human beings; but,
dating from a year and a half or two years ago, a complete
blight has crept over this industry. All last winter in more
than one community the artisans who had been employed
were standing in bread lines, and charitable organizations—
and I speak the literal truth—were supporting scores and scores
of families whose wage earners had lost the opportunity to
earn a penny.

Reference has been made here somewhat rashly and reck-
lessly by those, of course, who desire to impugn the motives
of everybody who asks for a protective tariff, to the * grasping,
greedy habits” of the glove manufacturer, and it has been as-
serted that the duties proposed by the Senate Committee on
Finance were for the purpose of filling his pockets and bloat-
ing his bank account and making him inordinately rich. Of
course, that is a familiar piece of tactics. We hear it very
often; but the truth of the matter is that the manufacturers
of cotton gloves are broke. Their mills are closed. Their men
are walking the streets, and have been for months and months,
and the proposal of the Committee on Finance is that some-
thing shall be done to preserve the industry from permanent
destruction. —

A lot of questions have been asked as to the Importations
of gloves, and some figures have been given. A good many
questions have been asked as to the consumption of these par-
ticular gloves in this country, and figures have been given upon
that. It is very easy to understand what the consumption is.
If you will add the domestic production to the importations,
you will find the number of gloves that are used in the United
States in one way or another. Of course, the truth is that to-
day hardly any gloves of that character are made in the United
States. One of these manufacturers told me the other day—
and ke is one of the smaller manufacturers—that about one-
tenth of the men that were formerly employed when the indus-
try was running at full blast are now employed at part time,
or upon some special kind of work which will keep them to-
gether and give them a little to live on.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. PomEreNE] has, I think, almost
proved the case, He has quoted the costs of a German-made
glove and of an American-made glove; and it is shown by his
own figures—which are the official figures, I may say, and I
think accurate—that the difference in cost is $2.48 per dozen
pairs; that is, for one type of glove.

The original suggestion of the committee was that these
gloves should bear a duty of $3 per dozen pairs. The domestic
production has been almost entirely destroyed, and the impor-
tations are practically supplying the overwhelming portion of
the domestic demand. It is asserted that a duty of $3 per dozen
pairs is grossly excessive, and that even $2.50 per dozen pairs
is grossly excessive. That same old fallacy is indulged in, to
the effect that if we place a duty upon the finished manufac-
tured product, the amount of that duty will be instantly added
to the retail price of the article in our shops and stores, an
assertion which ean not be borne out by any study of the his-
tory of a tariff, or of the importation and selling of any foreign
article through any period or term of years.

The most astonishing instance to disprove that theory came
to my attention only the other day, which went to show me what
I think it will show anyone who will think twice about it, that
when the foreigner has a monopoly of the American market the
price stays high; that when the foreigner has been able to de-
stroy” an American industry and get complete control of the
American market, the American purchaser, or the so-called ulti-
mate consumer, never gains by the process. If by anv means
the foreigner gets a monopoly of the American market I hold
that same assertion is true, and I cite the cuse ol salvarsan,
commonly known as “ 606, a very well-known medicine.

Prior to the war that medicine was being sold to the people of
the United States at $4 per dose. It was a German monopoly.
No one else could make it. There was no competition from
American manufacturers or from anyone else. To-day, as the
result of the breaking down of the German competition and the
ability of the American to enter the field, with no favors, and
compete against the imported article, that medicine is selling,
instead of $4 a dose, for 40 cents a dose. That illustrates, I
think, conclusively the point I want to make.

Mr. POMERENE. In this connection, is it not true that the
German manufacturers were those who fixed the price in this
country ? .

Mr. WADSWORTH. They were; and there was no competi-
tion against them., That is just what is going to happen in the
case of cotton knit gloves. If the industry is destroyed, the
plants dismantled or changed completely so as to be used for
some other purpose, the capital diverted, and nothing but the
foreign glove left to come in, of course the foreigners will name
the price, and they will name a price as high as the market will
stand. They are doing practically that to-day, or they are com-
ing so cloge to it that the signs are ample to show what will
happen in the near future if this goes on.

My colleague has set forth the situation concerning the fate
of the purchaser who goes into a store to-day to buy such gloves
as he has exhibited. It is shown perfectly plainly that the
prices which he himself paid are exorbitant, if a reasonable profit
is figured for those who handle this article in commerce, includ-
ing the importer and the retailer, and the jobber, if you please.
It can not be stated with any degree of certainty that the mere
adding of a duty is going to add to the price of a German-made
glove in Woodward & Lothrop’s, It will not. The effect will be
to give the American-made glove a chance to compete with the
German-made glove, and it will bring the price of the German-
made glove down, if anything at all. That has happened in the
case of many and many an article. I need not recite them now.
I have stated one which was rather dramatic in its effect.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, does the Senator take the
position that if we increase the duty on an article its selling
price in this country is likely to be reduced?

Mr. WADSWORTH. In certain cases; yves. When the for-
eigner has had a monopoly and commanded our markets, named
his own price and had no competition, time and time again it
has been shown that the imposition of a duty in protection of
the American-made article has resulted not only in a vast in-
crease in the production of the American-made article but a
decrease in the prices of all the articles.

Mr., HITCHCOCK. The foreigner is mnot charging these
exorbitant prices.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Indeed he is.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. He is selling his goods at a very low
price. It is the American merchant who, according to the
Senator, is selling them for exorbitant prices.

Mr. WADSWORTH. And the importer.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Maybe the importer, and maybe the
retailer.

Mr. WADSWORTH. They ecan ask just as munch as people
are willing to pay to-day.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator is now arguing that he will
sell them for a lower price if he pays a higher duty. That is
the most extraordinary contradiction of this bill. The whole
theory of the bill is to protect American industries from dis-
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astrous competition by raising the duties, so as to compel the
goods to be sold at higher prices. Now the Senator is arguing
that as a result of the raising of the duties the goods will be
sold at lower prices.

Mr. WADSWORTH. As to manufactured articles, I believe
that what I said is generally sound. As to raw ma there
is a different situation, because the cost of labor does not
enter to nearly the same extent. I refer to tin plate, for ex-
ample. How the Democratic Party inveighed against the im-
position of a duty upon tin plate! We made none here. A
duty was finally imposed, and what was the result? We had
all the tin plate we wanted at a lesser price, finally, when we
got our industries going. We created competition.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is, after a lapse of a great
many years, tin plate cost less than it did before.

Mr. WADSWORTH. My recollection is that it was not a
great many years,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. As a matter of fact, all manner
of steel products are manufactured at a very much less cost
than they were in past years, are they not?

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator and I do not agree upon
this matter of a tariff, and we might argue until we were both
black in the face.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. We do not agree, either, that be-
cause an article costs less now than it did 20 years ago it is
because there was a duty on it.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I will make this observation: Had
there been no duty in all these years on tin plate, and we had
been dependent entirely upon foreign producers of tin plate for
our supply, the price of tin plate in the United States would
not have gone down in proportion to the decrease in the prices
of other products.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I undertake to say that we would
not have been dependent, up to the present time, upon the
foreign supply for tin plate any more than in the case of other
things the manufacture of which has grown up and developed
in this country.

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is an observation which the
Senator is entitled to make. I do not agree with him,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Of course, the Senator will realize that
if any such change in the selling prices of these German
articles in the United States is to occur as the Senator pre-
dicts, the glove manufacturers who are now bombarding Con-
gress to get a higher duty would be asking us to lower the duty
instead of raise it.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can not quite follow the Senator’s
logie in that statement,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. If the Senator's theory is correct, that
a raise of duty is going to lower the price, the American glove
manufacturers would not be asking for an increase in the duty
on gloves.

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is not a question of price alone that
is important in an industry. It is the relation of the selling
price and the costs. The manufacturer’'s interest is in how
much it is going to cost him to produce the article, and then the
selling price is important. If his costs can be reduced, and he
still makes a profit with a reduced selling price, he is satisfied.
That has been so as to everything. It is the relation of cost
to selling price that counts.

That is the important thing in any commercial or manufac-
turing business. The price of gloves may come down in the
future. I hope it will. But that does not necessarily mean
that gloves can not be made at a profit. But to-day this par-
ticular kind of glove can not be made at all in this country,
and the foreigner has a monopoly of the manufacture. What
we are asking is that Americans have a chance to compete.
My own idea is that about the first thing that will happen
will be that the foreigner will begin reducing his prices as a
result of that competition, because even with the $3 a dozen
tate proposed in the first Senate committee amendment you
have not a tariff which equals the difference in the cost of
manufacturing the highest gquality of these cotton knit gloves,
as I can show from Government figures.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. All the statements made by the Senator
from New York and his colleague here to-day have been to the
effect that these goods have been produced abroad so cheaply
that it was an outrage for the retailers to charge such enor-
mous prices. So you can not expect the foreign price to be
reduced. What you have to do is to reduce the selling prices
of these retailers, who, according to your theory, are making
exorbitant profits.

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1 think they are.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. You can not do that by increasing the
cost of the goods.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think both the importers and retailers
will bring their prices down as soon as they have this competi-
tion. As long as they have no competition there is no incentive
for them to bring them down, and they will charge whatever
American women are willing to pay, and apparently they are
willing to pay at a rate which gives the importer and the re-
tailer combined more than 100 per cent profit.

Mr. LENROOT. Are there not a number of importers?.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I assume there are a number.

Mr. LENROOT. Are there not great department stores in
New York which import direct? -

Mr. WADSWORTH. There are.

Mr. LENROOT. And they will continue to do so, will they
not; and they will add this duty if they can, will they not?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; if they can. Here is the situa-
tion of May 3, 1922, as to costs: Take this style of long glove
which my colleague had on his desk a little while ago. The
foreign value of that glove is $4 per dozen pairs. The landing
charges are 15 cents. Supposing the $3 a dozen duty were
left in this bill as originally proposed by the Senate committee,
the duty would be $3 per dozen, and with the added length of
that glove another duty of $1.30. It is 13 inches, at 10 cents
an inch. So the total landed cost would be $8.45 per dozen
pairs. That applies to these long-sleeved gloves. Let us give
the importer 25 per cent profit on top of that, which would
seem to be a reasonable profit. That would bring his price
up to $10.56 per dozen pairs.

The comparable American article, which is made now, it is
true, in very small quantities, instead of costing $10.56,
including the 25 per cent profit for the importer, would cost
$11.75, with no profit for an importer or a middleman included
in that. So it is easy to see why the American manufacturers
are not making any gloves here. It simply can not be done.

The committee originally proposed to give a rate of 3 a”
dozen pairs. They propose now to give $2.50 a dozen pairs, and
s0 the difference in cost between the foreign-made glove and the
American-made glove is widened by another 50 cents. If my recol-
lection of that is correct, the duty under the second amendment,
the last amendment of the Committee on Finance, amounted to
84 per cent ad valorem on that type of glove. Yet it does not
equalize the cost of production by any means.

Along comes the Senator from Wisconsin and proposes that
no duty shall be assessed of more than 75 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. LENROOT. Has the Senator any figures of American
cost of production?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just this figure from the Reynolds re-
port.

Mr. LENROOT. That is the sgelling price. It is not the cost
of production.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Perhaps not; but a statement eonclusive
of the whole thing is that the factories are closed.

Mr. LENROOT. But it does not follow that because the fac-
tories are closed there should be the difference the Senator states
between the selling price and the import price in order to open
the factories.

Mr. WADSWORTH. It means there is no profit left and they
have quit doing business.

Mr. LENROOT. Under the present rates that is true, but it
does not follow, I say again, that they need the rate proposed
by the committee amendment to open the factories, because if
they have a 50 per cent profit in that selling price they can run
their factories at a less profit.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I would like to have that substantiated.

Mr. LENROOT. I am taking a hypothetical case. It in-
cludes profit, but we do not know how much profit there is in the
selling price. That is the only point. .

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can not see how there would be any
profit in those selling prices, or else they would be running the
mills, =

Mr. LENROOT. Not under the present rates. What the
Senator desires to know is how much of a rate is necessary to
enable them to run their mills at a fair profitt We have not
any information upon that subject whatever. Mr. Littauer, in
the hearings, where he speaks very often about selling price,
has not said one word concerning cost of production. :

Mr. WADSWORTH. The selling price given is $11.75 per
dozen pairs, and on that selling price the factories have closed.
Apparently they can not get any more than that or they would

get it. :

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the wholesale selling price, is it
not?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; and in comparing that wholesale
selling price of $11.75, under which American workmen are
walking the streets and nine-tenths of the factories gre closed,
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with the price of the foreign article imported under the orig-
inol proposal of the Senate committee with a duty of $3 per
dozen pairs, plus a 25 per cent profit to the importer himself,
I find that there is 75 cents advantage to the foreign glove
even then,

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator then is comparing the landing
cost of the foreign article, plus the freight and plus the duty,
with.the wholesale selling price in this country. :

Mr. WADSWORTH. Plus 25 per cent profit to the importer.

Mr. SIMMONS. Twenty-five per cent profit to the importer?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; I gave him his profit.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator think that he is justified
in comparing the landing cost of the foreign product, plus the
duty, with the wholesale selling price? Does he think that is a
proper comparison in fixing a tariff? We are talking about a
comparison for tariff purposes. Is not the admitted compari-
son with the cost of production?

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is an entirely proper one, I will

Bsay.

Mr. SIMMONS. The cost of production in this country, as
the Senator from Wisconsin said, does not seem to have been
ascertained with any degree of accuracy. Mr. Littauer said
it was $6.50, I think, and the Senate committee seem to have
accepted that as the cost of production in this country, but
there seems to be no evidence of it. That is the figure with
which the Senator must make his comparison.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Of course, if I were making that kind
of a comparison.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am not accepting that figure. I myself
think that is far beyond the cost of production. That is what
an interested, and a very deeply interested, witness stated was
about the cost of production. There is where we make so
much complaint of the committee. If they were going to adopt
the cost of production theory of imposing a tariff, we com-
plain because they did not make a more thorough investigation
with the view of accurately and impartially ascertaining and
determining the cost of production in this country, and then
making a comparison with the foreign landed cost.

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1f the comparison were to be made
upon the basis suggested by the Senator from North Carolina
I should not add the 25 per cent profit which I have allowed
to the importer.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator ought not to include any profit
to the importer if he does net include a profit to the many-
facturer. The cost of production does not mean manufacturer's
profit and it does not mean wholesaler’'s profit,

Mr. WADSWORTH, Of course not.

Mr. SIMMONS. It means the actual cost of producing the
thing—the labor and the material that go into it and any over-
head connected with it. That is the proper basis, as I under-
stand it.

Mr. WADSWORTH, The Senator may not like the point at
which I made the comparison, but he can not deny that that
point at least is a consistent one aud he can not deny the com-
parison itself. I included the manufacturer's profit when I
stated the selling price of the manufacturer, as I have included
the importer’s profit.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator said he allowed 25 per cent
profit on the part of the importer. Now, the Senator does not
know that the manufacturer’s profit and the importer’s profit
are the same. The importer might have a profit of 25 per
cent or might have a profit of 50 per cent or 100 per cent, and
go might the manufacturer. If the Senator is going to include
the manufactnrer's profit—

Mr. WADSWORTH. But the Senator says “ might.”

Mr, SIMMONS. The point I am making is this: I am simply
trying to get at a proper basis of comparison. In arriving at
the cost of production we should not allow any profit to the
jmporter<or any profit to the manufacturer. It should be just
the cost of producing the article.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think the Senator nor anyone else
will deny, when I state that $11.75 is the selling price secured
by the American manufacturer for the glove which he makes,
that it must include whatever profit there is, and there can not
be any profit or he would be running his mills, They are

closed.

Mp. SIMMONS, It includes the manufacturer’'s profit and
includes the wholesaler’s profit.

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; that is the selling price.

Mr. SIMMONS, Eleven dollars and seventy-five cents ias the
wholesale selling price?

Mr: WADSWORTH. It is the manufacturer’s selling price,
and he is making no profit,

Mr. SIMMONS. If the cost of production is $6.50- and he
sells for $11.75 he must be making a very good profit

Mr. WADSWORTH. If that were the fact his factories
would be open.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am going to show the Senator that the
Tariff Commission has given us data from which we are bound
to conclude that the cost of production of the sudde gloves is
not over $6.50, or was not over $6.50 in 1918. That was during
the war, when wages were extremely high, and when cotton
was nearly twice as high as it is now. Here is what the com-
mission said under the head of “ Production™:

Production wvalues of various kinds of cotton gloves for 1918 were
estimated as follows:

Then are given the different kinds of gloves, and we come
to the itern under discussion:

Sudded cotton gloves, $8,430,000 (1,300,000 dozen pairs).

That, according to my calculation, is $6.50 per dozen palrs.
That was the cost shown by the Government statistics for the
year 1918. Certainly the Senator would not say that it cost
as much to make those gloves to-day as it did then. Cotton
was higher then. The labor item has gone down somewhat—at
least that is the general understanding.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Below the scale of 1918?

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not know about this particular indus-
try, but I do know that cotton has gone down, and I assume
the cost of producing this product is mot now as much as it
was in 1918, But assuming that the cost of producing the ma-
terial is as much to-day as it was in 1918, during the war, if
the manufacturer is selling these gloves at $11.75 per dozen,
then his profit is the difference between $6.50 and $11.75.
That is a very considerable profit, I believe.

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, from what survey did the
Senator quote?

Mr. SIMMONS. I read from page 886 of the Summary of
Tarifl Information, 1921, relative to the bill H. R. T456. The
Senator will find what I read under the head of * Production,”
beginning with the word “sudded™ in the fourth line of that
paragraph. He ought not to have any trouble in finding it.

Mr. CALDER. The Senator spoke of a production of $8,-
450,000 worth of gloves. :

Mr. SIMMONS. That is what the commission said, that the
produetion in that year was $84560,000, and that the amount
of production was 1,300,000 dozen pairs. If the Senator will
make a caleulation he will see that I am correct._

53% CALDER. If we divide one into the other ft would give

Mr., SIMMONS. That is what I said.

Mr. CALDER. But it does not give a definite statement con-
cerning the cost of production.

Mr. SIMMONS. It is as definite as any statement given in
the Tariff Summary. They are official figures.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, Mr. President, we can indulge in
a contemplation of prices and costs——

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator will pardone me, the pom-
mittee have aceepted these figures, I think, in fixing the rate.
If the Senator will pardon me further, I have the foreign
value of these gloves given as $3.35. That is what the com-
mittee estimated, I understand. They give the landing cost at
15 cents and the duty to equalize $3, making a total of $6.50.
ghet 1c:c:mluzm.i:m seems to have accepted it as the cost of pro-

uction.

Mr;: WADSWORTH. I have not diseussed the cost of pro-
duction in the United States. I have not had figures avail-
able. I am not quarreling with the committee for adopting $6
or $6.50 as the figure. I am not quarreling with the Senator
from North Carolina if he doubts the aceuracy of that figure,
All T state is that, whatever the cost of production in the United
States to-day, the factories are closed, the people are out of
work, the industry is dead, and the foreigner is fast getting a
monopoly of the market.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator
that there are a good many other industries in the country with
which the foreigner has nothing to do and which are in a simi-
lar condition and have been for a year or two past,

Mr. WADSWORTH, But the foreigner has something to do
with this industry.

Mr. HITOHCOCK, The foreigner has not anything to do
with the closing of the copper mines in this country,

Mr. WADSWORTH. Because he does not export eopper to
the United States; he does export gloves to the United States.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. So the prostration of our industries need
not be charged up to the lack of tariff. It is due to the de-
pressed condition of the country.

Mr. WADSWORTH. But the people are still buying gloves.

Mr. HITOHCOCK. The people are still buying copper, too.

Mr. WADSWORTH. They are buying their gloves at higher
prices.
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Mr. HITOHCOCK. But they are buying cotton, too, The fact
is we do not sell one-half of our cotton crop. The people are
economizing. The people have been out of work. The people
have been enjoying a degree of Republican prosperity for a year
and a half or two years in this country. It is not only the
factories that are in competition with Europe that are pros-
trated. It is the enterprises which have no competition with
Europe which are in a prosttate condition.

Mr, WADSWORTH. And all under the Underwood-Simmons
tariff law, which we are trying to get rid of, and which we will
get rid of. The Senator indulges in some rather remarkable
obgervations, He is trying to draw the inference, and to get
away with it, that the prostration of the American glove-
making industry is not due to anything except industrial de-
pression, generally speaking. If that were so, why has the for-
eign Ilmportation trebled, quadrupled, and quintupled within
two years? The people are buying gloves, but they are buy-
ing them from the foreigmer, who has driven the American
producer out of the market. That is the cause of the depres-
sion in the glove industry, and the Senator must know it. The
figures on their face prove it.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The glove industry is like other indus-
tries of the United States; it can not possibly be prosperous
when our international commerce is cut in two each year.
For the year just closed our international commerce was but
one-half what it was the year before, and for the year before
that it was $2,000,000,000 less than what it was the previous
vear, The administration is not doing one thing fo stimulate
our foreign commerce upon which our prosperity depends.
This country is prostrate and in the midst of a depression
because we have not been able to sell our surplus products
abroad, and instead of opening up a market in the world for
the sale of those products Senators on the other side of the
Chamber are trying to build a tariff wall around the country
which will not only keep out imports but will prevent our ex-
ports from going out.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, Mr. President, the Senator from
Nebraska is inviting a general political discussion here in
which I do not intend to indulge. I am anxious to conclude
very quickly.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wmris in the chair).
Does the Senator from New York yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield.

Mr. LODGE. I wish merely to make the point that the
decline in foreign commerce is less in the case of the United
States than in the case of tmy other country. In all the
countries abroad the foreign commerce has declined more and
business has revived less than it has in the United States. I
have heretofore put the figures into the REecorp in reference
to that matter.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I think I have suffi-
ciently discussed the pending question.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. If the Senator from New York will per-
mit me, I desire to say that I do not admit the accuracy of the
figures presented by the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. LODGE. I did not suppose the Senator would admit
that, but they are the figures of the Department of Commerce.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. No; I do not admit their accuracy. The
trouble with the Senator from Massachusetts was that he made
his comparison of present conditions with those in the last year

of the operation of the Payne-Aldrich law, Of course, compared’

with that year our present trade is better, but the Senator
ghould properly make the comparison with the years of the Un-
derwood law. The Senator has made a comparison with the
tariff year in 1913, which was the last year of the Payne-
Aldrich law——

Mr. LODGH. And the first year of the Underwood law.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. And, of course, the showing was bad,
because the Payne-Aldrich law was a failure,

Mr, LODGE. It was the first year also of the Underwood
law, which was likewise a failure.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. The Underwood bill did not pass until
the 1st of October of that year; so that there were 10 months
of that period under which the Payne-Aldrich law was in op-
eration ; and, of course, the showing was bad.

Mr. LODGE., It doés not matter particularly which law was
in operation. The point is that, taking as a comparison the
trade of all countries, our foreign trade, imports and exports
combined, exceeds to-day that of any other country; and we
have revived from the depression of 1921 more than has any
other country, The fact is the trade of the whole world is de-
pressed by causes which go far beyond the tariff of any country.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I think I have discussed
this question long enough, and I do not intend to continue it,

except merely to say that I believe this is an industry which we
should preserve. I do not like to see a successful effort of this
kind come to naught. It did fill a need during the war; it is
an industry that we ought to maintain in this country. We
should not be dependent upon the foreigner for all our supplies,
and I believe that the only way to protect the industry—and that
is all T ask—is to impose a duty which will equal the difference
in the cost of production here and abroad.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor]
to the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, I do not wish to enter into
any extensive discussion of this paragraph. I wish to puf in
the Recorp, however, some letters which I have. I shall not
read them, because I do not wish to take up the time of the
Senate for that purpose,

There are two or three fundamental facts connected with this
gquestion which I think ought to be clearly set out in the RErc-
orD, and it is for the purpose of doing that, and for that purpose
alone, that I rise.

First, it is a fact which I think no one will dispute, that the
present German landed price, which it is stated is so extremely
low that the American manufacturer can not possibly compete
with it, is to-day twice what it was in 1914, the last normal year
before the war. I do not wish that that fact shall rest upon my
statement alome; I want it to be clearly established, because I
think that Senators on the other side of the Chamber will find
it very difficult, indeed, to contend that we must have a higher
duty than that of the Payne-Aldrich law or that of the present
law in order to enable us to compete with the German manufac-
turer, when the German is now selling his product in this mar-
ket for twice as much as he sold it for during the life of the
Payne-Aldrich law and during the life of the Underwood law up
to the time the war began.

I wish to read into the record, as supporting that statement,
the data concerning this kind of glove given by the Tariff Com-
mission under the head of jmports. Imports of cotton gloves
during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1914, were 1,523,784 dozen
pairs, valued at $2,184,039. These were mainly women's suéde
gloves from Germany. That was the price upon which the
duties were paid to the Government; so that there ean be no
doubt about the price at which these goods were invoiced and
imported into this country.

I bave the calculation here, Mr. President, from which it is
apparent that the sale price upon which the duties were paid
to the Government during 1914 was $1.42. In 1921 the im-
ports were 813,604 dozen pairs, valued at $2,727,478, or $3.35
a dozen pairs, That is a great deal more than twice as much
in 1921. In 1922 the price was still further advanced, and the
average was $4 a dozen pairs. So the foreign price has more
than doubled; indeed, almost trebled what it was under the
Payne-Aldrich bill and under the first nine months of the
Underwood law.

Here the facts are entirely different from the facts that have
been presented to us with reference to the German price of
other commodities on which high duties have been imposed. It
has been contended, and in many instances it has been shown,
that the German price of the product sought to be protected
was below the pre-war price, or, if not below the pre-war price,
about the pre-war price; but here is a product the foreign price
of which is from two to three times as much as it was before
the war; and still it is said that we must have these high rates
of duty in order to enable the American manufacturer to com-

e.

Mr. President, I think I can show what is the sitnation here.
There is no trouble, in my judgment, about competing with
Germany in the manufacture of these gloves. The only diffi-
culty is that we have never been able to apply the sudde
process as the Saxons have been able to apply it. We have not
learned their process. It is a process which adds very great
value to the glove. If we could learn the art of this process
and employ it skillfully, probably the cost of applying the
method would be very slight; but we have not been able to do
it; and for that reason, Mr. President, our gloves are not quite
so attractive to the American trade as are the imported gloves,

I have here a long letter from Mr, Kayser, who says that he
manufactured these gloves during the war, and sold them in
immense quantities because then we could not import any gloves
from abroad; but he says that in nearly every instance his cus-
tomers said that they much preferred the foreign glove, because
our manufacturers could not give them the gloss and the finish
which the foreign glove has; and I think that is really the
trouble about this manufacture.

I think I will put this letter of Mr. Kayser's in the REecorp,
because it is a very thorough discussion of this subject, and he
shows why he, as the biggest single manufacturer of these
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gloves in the United States during the war, has gone out of the
business, but, he says, not at a loss; he has simply transferred
his force in that factory to the manufacture of silk gloves. I
also desire to insert in the Recorp a letter on the same subject
from the firm of Wimelbacher & Rice, of New York (Qity.

There being no objection, the letters referred to were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

New York, January 10, 1922,

Hon. FoesiroLp M. Brumoxs,
Nonate Finance Committee,
Washington, D. O.

Sr: We respectfully submit the following statement for your con-
gideration in relation {o the rate of duty on cotton fabric gloves, the
fabric of which is made on warp machines.

Prior to the war, with the exception of a very small quantl? of
men's fabric gloves, which were used by {:Hcemn and for military
g‘t,]rposea. there were practically no fabric ves made in this country.

e were large manufscturers at this time of silk gloves, with a capacity

production of a proximabeli 780,000 dozen per year. We were -
porting cotton gloves from Baxony at the rate of about 500,000 dozen
per year,

At varlous times prior to 1914 at considerable expense and effort
we endeavored to manufacture fabric gloves in this country. We found
that it was not so much the cost of production as the difficulty in
obtaining a satisfactory fabrie in ﬁnisgl and guality that prevented
our developing the cotton-glove business in this country. Whether
this was due to lack of knowledge in dyeing or finishing or general
handling of the product, we are not in a position to state, but such
experiments whi we did develop eonvineed us that the article was
one which could not be made, 1egardless of price, to give the customer

same amount of satisfaction as the German product.

With the outbhreak of the war we endeavored to manufacture
these cotton gloves and manufactured them to a wvery lgjg: extent,

large amount in machinery and building for purpose
alone, e manufactured over 3,500 dozen a week, which were sold
only becanse the imported produet was unobtainable. The 12,000
accounts to whom we distributed our product were almost unanimous
in stating to us during this time that they much preferred the im-

ported article.

These gloves had tlwn{s been wvery ular prior to the war be-
cause of this uliar finish and general satisfactory wear which the
imported article gave. The individuality which these ngorted loves
have can be largely attributed to the special skill which the xons
have acquired, due to the many years of training, heritage, and dyeing
facilities peculiar to this ind 2

Glove making requires more skill tham any other industry in the
weartng-apga: field. This condition has been brought about due to
the demand which the public has made wupon the manufacturer for
& perfection in fit which can o%ﬂbe developed by o tives who have
& particular special talent for kind of work. aturally the nym-
ber of employees engaged in this industry has been and still is limited,
and even under present conditions it does not attract mew hands, with
the result that during the war period when we tried to develop a cotton-
glove business in this country approximating a capacity of 38,500 dozen
a week, we were obliged to draw upon our sgilk-glove operators to a
large extent in order to make these gloves, with the result that our
gilk-glove production of approximate 15,000 dozen a week was
called upon to su lg the hands to @ the cotton gloves,

We mention this fact for the reason that under normal conditions

ractically anll the labor that has been employed in the cotton-gloye
rndustry can be absorbed by the-silk-glove industry, thersby causing no
unemployment,

Just at g’resent, with economic conditions unsettled, no industry is
absorbing full production, but we feel that under anytﬁin\% like normal
conditions the silk-glove industry of this country, which praetically
supplies the world with its product, will readily absorb such hands
who at present are not employed in cotton industry.

Having had the experience of manufacturing cotton gloves of all
kinds in this country duri st five years, and having been im-
cally 85 per cent of all the
exported bty Germany to untry, we believe that the Payne-
Aldrich du E of G0 per cent made it possible for the domestic manu-
facturer, if he could develop the skill, to compete. We are certain that
no duty, however, can develop the gkill for remsoms above cited, and
that in the end the 10,000,000 or 12,000,000 wearers of cotton gloves
will be obliged to buy an inferior article at a high price if the duties
glrgi laced so high ss to make the importation of cotton gloves pro-

tive.

We have made a very careful survey of the industry in its branches
amount of money in plant an
machinery for the development o industry from 1915 to 1920, we
were convinced that regardless of price we could not produce an article
of as good guality, fit, and finish in this country as the wearer could
gecure m the imported article,

We found no difficulty in absorbing in other branches of our business
the help that was formerly employed in our cotton-glove departments.
The only loss which we haye taken has been the expansion in building
and certain kinds of machinery which are only adapted for cotton
manunfacturing. We have done this during the past 18 months under
most unfavorable conditions, and must repeat that the importation of
German gloves will in no way affect the employment of any large per-
centuge of those engaged In the industry.

Male labor so emploged has been relatively small, inasmuch as the
warp machines uvsed for cotton manufacture are easily changeable
into silk wea , and have been so absorbed. Buoch male help as has
been employed in cutting of cotton gloves has been tr erred to
cutting of gilk gloves and kindred lines.

The female help has been absorbed in the manufacture of silk gloves
and kindred lines. Tn other words, there has been no lack of employ-
ment in our mill due to the recent importation of cotton gloves and
the discontinuance of our country.

These imported gloves have been referred to in the statements made
to the Benate Finance Committee as *‘ chamolsette,”
gurts in the public press. Their ori L

hey are cotton gloves and were developed abroad and extensiv worn
in this country, as well as practically every other civilized country.
The word “ chamoisette ” was copyrighted by us and registered at every

customhouse in the United States. Others import this glove under
different names.

Due to the moderate price at which it can Le sold, the article has
hecome indisfensnble for the mass of men and women of this country.
To prohibit its. importation by an exorbitant rate would be to compel
the consumer to buy a glove inferior in appearance and finish and to
pay double or more for it merely for the protection of an industry
which during the war was in the hands of practically five or six con-
cerns who endeavored to make this article as an addition to their
regular lines of leather or sllk glov#s, but who apparently could not
put i.!j on the market at a reasonable price.

A * chamoisette " glove which prior to the war retailed at $0.25
pair cost in Germany 4§ marks, less 5 per cent discount, equal to
Eer dozen, and In August of this year when exchange was approximately
835?3‘; Tooe wdgivl'ezrg' i ks mﬁoxl?atmag'g‘mp? fiave, not i

s y e fore ce deman ollars, not
marks, and is from $1.85 to §2. g o

The rate in paragraph 914 of the Fordney bill, 1. e., 40 per cent on
the American selling price, or, for example, say, the price which the
}:'n :;t!e; would be compelled to sell his merchandise at would be as
Foreifl value.

Freight, insurance, and other expenses, say, at a minimum, 5

er
pl

$1.875

per cent . 094
Total et 1. 969
Duty (40 per cent on selling price, $5624) _____———_________ 2. 925
Gross profit (25 per cent on selling price, $5.623) _______ ——— 1408
Bt plenc - CiiiS i L) B e Lk L L= bz (1101 5. 625
Bo that the rate of 40 cent.on the Ameriean selling price is equal
on_the fore value to per cent, as follows :

Du $2.25) divided by foreign value ($1.875) equals 120 eent,

A,nﬁy ti:e fact that the gloves cost abroad nearly twice u‘;umuch as
before ‘the war should not be overlooked and is a fact which can be
verified by the records of the cnstomhouse.

Much has been said regarding the low price of German gloves which
hardly conforms to the facts. The present price of these gloves in
Germany, reduced to dollars from the mark value at the date of pur-
chase at the current rate of exchange, is from 75 to 100 per cent
higher than the pre-war prices; in fact, a larger percentage of increase
in g:ice than the percentage of increase which we are obliged to-day
to demand for our silk-glove products made in this country. In other
words, we are obliged to-day to sell n gloves at an ad
75 to 100 per cent over the pre-war price, whereas gilk gloves of domes-
tic manufacture are being sold at a rate of between 50 and 60 per cent
GW'IWI;:I thtwnre—twtnr rices, :

a pt to an exeesgive permanent tariff rate to last for
because of shifting conditions as th
wise, a8 may be seen from the fact that at the present time purchases
of cotton gloves in Germany for future delivery must be made in dollars,
bytwdhich the uncertainty caused by fluctuations in exchange is elimi-
nated.

Again, we would direct your attention to the dollar price rnm abroad,
which is about double the pre-war price of this same article,

In conclusion, therefore, let ns repeat that in order to protect five
cr six gmall industries, which, In our opinion, employed not over 5,000
people at their peak of manufacture during the war, over 12,000,000
men and women will be obliged to pay an excessive price for an inferior
article if the pending tariff bill mes » law. We ieve that a
normal importation of German gloves will in no way effect any unem-
ployment for the reasons as stated above. The normal leather and silk

love manufacturing before the war and which was intensified very
argely during the war has always suffered from a lack of skilled labor,
this because of the peculiar difficulties and hardsbips upon the operator
to acquire the skill necesgsary to produce a glove.

Tkis ecompany has been in bunsiness for 40 years, has net asséts of
approximately $10,000,000, and employs over 8,000 hands in this
country in its various branches at Brooklyn, Amsterdam, Sidney, Wal-
ton, Bangor, Oneonta, Owego, Cobleskill, Palatine Bridge, Hornell, and
Monticello,

Yours very truly,

yeArs
exist to-day is illogical and un-

=

JuLins Kavser & CO.,
W. A. BHAEMAN,
First Vice President and General Manager.

_—

NEW Yorg, June IS, 1922,
Hon. FueN1iFoLDp McL. BiMMons,
United States Benate, Washington, D, C.

My Dzar SiR: We bave noted in the press that an amendment has
been offered on the floor of the United Btates Eenate to change the
rates on cotton gloves in the mew tariff bill, paragraph 914, H. R.
7456, from the extremely high rate of §3 per dozen to a rate conform-

more to the demand of the times.

t us call ticmr attention to the following facts: This high rate
will affect mostly the DEnIar two-clasp cotton gloves, which were sold
throughout the Uni tates under the Payne-Aldrich tarif bill at
25 cents per pair, The present retail price for this same article
under the Underwood tariff bill is 50 cents per pair. This advance
in price is caunsed 's?' the increased cost of the imporied article.

f the proposed Senate rate becomes a law, this same article would
have to be sold at a dollar per pair, In other words, the P{:mpoaad
Senate rates are three times that of the Payne-Aldrich tariff. The
Payne-Aldrich tariff bill provided a rate of per eent, whereas the
Senate Finance Committee schedule proposes about 150 per eent. The
wholesale selling price would have to be $7.50 per and the
retail sellinlgeprice would be from 85 cents to $§1 per pair.

The people of the United Btates are demanding a lowering of livi
costs instead of increasing them, and the guicker this fact is reali
and acted upon the better it will be.

Goods of this particular character are worn mostly by the masses,
who are mow ﬁmlng under the burden of high 1]::ricem. and we think
action should taken toward eliminating high tariff rates on goods
which are worn by the masses, who are now forced to economize to
overcome the high Hving costs.

We ask you to support the amendment introduced by Senator Lapp
to have these rates reduced, and we would be pleased to see you vote
for this amendment when the proper time comes.

v truly yours,
2 (4 WiMELBAsCHER & Ricm.
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Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, right there is a remarkable
thing. We are the world's greatest manufacturers of silk
gloves. <We undersell the world on silk gloves, We even invade
the German market in the sale of silk gloves. I want to read
what Mr, Littauer said about that in his testimony before the
committee :

We have been able to make the best silk glove in the world. Ger-
many can not compete with us at all. * * * We have the lllk-%l:u
trade of America wherever good gilk gloves are wanted. We ve
it even in Germany and in England,

Mr, President, as I said, it is a fact that the same kind of
labor enters into the manufacture of silk gloves as into the
manufacture of cotton gloves, and it is difficult to understand
why we can compete with Germany in this market and in
foreign markets on silk gloves and yet in this market we
require an exorbitant rate of duty in order to foster the manu-
facture of cotton gloves. There is not anything in the cost of
production that interferes with our competition. It is simply
because there is one little thing that gives artificial value
to the glove made by the highly trained workmen of Saxony,
who have been engaged in this business from time immemorial,
whose fathers were in it, who have inherited the skill, and
who have been trained and who have discovered a new method
of finishing it, called suéding, that we can not imitate and have
not been able to imitate. Mr. Kayser recognized that, and he
said that it had been demonstrated that until we could acguire
the knowledge and the skill necessary to apply this finish it
would be utterly impossible for us to compete with Germany
in this market, it did not make any difference what duty we
might give, short of prohibition, because the American pre-
ferred the foreign glove to the American glove even at a higher

rice.

» During the war, when we could not get these foreign gloves,
when there was an embargo, the manufacturers of silk gloves
and other cotton gloves began to make these sudde gloves in
this country, or attempted to make them. I have seen some of
them. They do not compare with the foreign glove in finish
and polish and luster and things of that sort. They were en-
abled, however, to command the American market because of
the embargo. The American had gotten accustomed to that
glove. He liked it, even though the quality was inferior, and
he recognized it. He bought it because he could not buy any-
thing else of a like character. He bought it, and the price
at which the manufacturer claimed that it was produced was
$6.50 a dozen. That was his manufacturing price, and his sell-
ing price probably was about §12 a dozen. That is shown by
the statistics that I have read. That was the price at which
he was selling this product under embargo conditions—$6.50
as the manufacturer's cost and $12 as the manufacturer's
selling price.

Mr. President, what is sought to be accomplished in this bill
is, by the imposition of this duty, to reestablish in this country
the identical conditions which existed in 1918, when we had
this erforced embargo which kept out the German product,
kept out all foreign products, and enabled the American manu-
facturer to produce and sell at his own price. Am I right
about that? The cost of production claimed by the manufac-
turer in this country is $6.50, the very identical fact that was
found by the Tariff Commission as having been the price
charged in 1918, when they had an embargo and a monopoly
of this product in this country. Now the committee select
that as the present mamufacturer's price, and they proceed to
Jbuild up the foreign price to the same amount—the manufac-
turer’s price in 1918, when this embargo condition existed.
How do they do it? They estimate the foreign value to-day at
'$335. That was correct. That was in 1921. It is not correct
now. It is $4 now; but this bill was written on the basis of
Aungust, 1921, prices, and they bave not changed it, notwith-
standing those prices have gone up. They took the August,
1921, price, $3.85; landing cost, 15 cents; duty required to
equalize, $3 a pair. Add them up and you get $6.50. So that
they are imposing here a duty that will create an artificial
tariff embargo just as effective and just as protective as was
the war embargo of 1918,

What does that mean, Mr. President? It means that this
rate is written with the intent of protecting the American pro-
ducer of this article against foreign competition upon the
basis of war prices and that as long as this bill remaing in
effect the American people will have to purchase these goods
upon the basis of war prices of production, notwithstanding
the fact that the war prices of production of articles of this
character have necessarily diminished since the war by reason
of the decline in the price of the materials out of which the
articles are produced and by reason of the decline in the wages
paid. If there has not been a decline in wages in this indus-
try, do not doubt that as soon as this industry is put upen its

feet by the establishing of this new embargo the manufac-
turers, without reducing their prices one whit, will begin the
process which is going on throughout the country of forcing a
reduction in wages.

Mr, President, the rates of the present bill, even when secaled
down, will, I imagine, be something over 100 per cent. When
I say “scaled down,” I mean by the new proposal of the com-
mittee, I think they are excessive; and while if the Senate
saw fit to adopt some considerable increase as an emergency
measure for the purpose of giving these people another oppor-
tunity to see if they could successfully produce this product
in competition with Germany or other countries it might be
Jjustified ; to write it into a permanent tariff is, to my mind,
absolutely indefensible.

I shall therefore tuke very great pleasure in supporting the
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lennoor];
and if I could get it lower I should be glad, if that amendment
is defeated, to support the amendment of the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. LaAbp].

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, just one moment. I want
to place in the REcorp a statement for the benefit of Senators
who were not here when I spoke earlier in the day.

This amendment on the $2.10 glove will reduce the ad valorem
rate from 119 per cent to 756 per cent. Upon the $2.50 glove
it will reduce it from 104 per cent to 75 per cent. Upon the
$4 glove it will reduce it from 92% per cent to 75 per cent.

I ask for the yeas and nays upon my amendment.

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, I had intended to offer the
amendment that I announced in April that it was my intention
to offer to lower the rates; but inasmuch as the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. LeNroor] has offered an amendment, if that
prevails I shall withhold my amendment,

I sincerely hope that the amendment offered by the Senator
from Wisconsin will prevail, for I have felt since I proposed
this amendment in April that the rates were altogether too
high. The further I bave gone in the study of this proposition
the more I have become convinced that the rates are unneces-
sarily high.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, yesterday considerable time was
occupied in discussing the rates in this paragraph. The
samples of gloves that I had, together with the foreign costs,
justified the rates that were reported to the Senate. The
average rate under the samples of gloves that 1 had which
were imported into the country would not have been more than
about 84 per cent; but since the committee report was made
there has been put into my hands a sudded cotton glove the
invoice price of which was $2.10 a dozen. With a rate of $2.50
on that suéded glove, an 11-inch glove, it is true that the rate
is 119 per cent, and I made a statement this morning correcting
the statement that I made yesterday, because at that time I
knew of no suéded gloves that came into the United States which
were sold at anywhere near the price of $2.10 per dozen. I
think myself that the rate of 119 per cent is too high on that
class of glove.

I want to say, therefore, that if the committee had the
amendment to consider again it is my opinion that there would
be a modification of that rate; to what extent, I can not say at
this time; but I do feel that as long as it has been developed
that in this year a suéded glove can be imported into the
United States at $210 a dozen, a rate of $2.50 seems exces-
gively high. ;

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, it is apparent that the
Senator had not encountered this particular type of glove, and
it was unexpected to him, and perhaps to other members of the
Committee on Finance. It is apparent that the Senator believes
that further amendments should be made to this paragraph.
The Senate Committee on Finance undoubtedly gave a great
deal of study to this; in fact, I know they did, because 1 was
with them a part of the time. It is eertain, in my mind, that
the committee did not believe that 84 per cent ad valorem was
too high a rate upon any of the gloves which would fall under
the $3 or $2.50 per dozen pair category.

Mr. SMOOT. As to that price of glove, I think that is
absolutely correct.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not know whether my mind is
traveling faster than that of the Senator, but the Senator from
Wisconsin has offered an amendment which will limit the rate
to 75 per cent, which is very seriously below some of the rates
which the committee thought were wise——

Mr. SMOOT. On the cheaper glove.

Mr. WADSWORTH. On the cheaper glove; leaving out of
consideration the 119 per cent ad valorem glove to which the
Senator has referred. Does the Senator think it would now be
a reasonable proposal, in view of this situation, that the limi«
tation suggested by the Senator from Wisconsin be made 85 per
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cent instead of 75 per cent? And that would be lower than
the rate the committee has already adopted.

Mr. SMOOT, Of course, with the small production which has
been taking place in the factories in America of late, the over-
head expenses must be terrific. If could not be otherwise. That
being the case, that cost must amount to, perhaps, 30 or 40 per
cent of the labor cost, With the mills in full operation, and
the overhead expenses being no more than to-day, if we made
80 or 90 per cent of all the goods consumed in this country,
instead of 10 per cent, of course the cost of the manufacture
of the glove would accordingly be reduced as the amount of
production was increased. I would like to arrive at a rate
which would allow our manufacturers in the United States to

- produce the goods consumed in this country, and at the same
time reduce the cost of producing goods in this country through
the overhead expenses being reduced. It may be that 75 per
cent would take care of this class of goods, if they make the
goods to the full amount of the consumption of the American
people. 1 have no doubt as to that. But, if the 75 per cent
rate meets that particular class of gloves it will rest entirely
with the American manufacturer as to whether he will reduce
the cost of the goods.

Mr. POMERENE. Is not this also true, that all of the fig-
ures and estimates which have been presented this afternoon
are based upon data relative to wage and other conditions
which prevailed in 1921, and looking at it from the standpoint
of the American manufacturer, are not labor conditions both
here and abroad more favorable than they were in 19217 In
other words, the wages in Europe reduced to a gold basis are
higher now than they were in 1921, and the wages in this
country are substantially lower; at least they have been re-
ducing wages here,

Mr, SMOOT. A few of them have made a 10 per cent re-
duction, and I think before we got to producing gloves in the
United States so as to meet the demands of the American peo-
ple at a price at which the American people will buy them
there will be still further reductions in some of the wages paid.
I called attention to the fact that they were paying as high as
$105 a week in some of the hosiery mills, I claim that under
conditiong existing in the world to-day that wage can not be
justified. That means over $5,000 a yeur, if they were con-
tinuously employed. :

Mr. ROBINSON. What class of employees are paid at that
figure?

Mr. SMOOT. The knitters, those running the large knitting
machines on which they make the knitted hosiery.

Mr, ROBINSON. Would that be uniform, or the average
wage paid?

Mr. SMOOT, I suppose that would be the higher wage paid
for men who run the larger machines. 1 do not mean that
wonld be the wage of the sweeper. I mean that that is the
wage of the mechanie.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Do the figzures show that there is any
higher labor cost now than there was in 19197

Mr. SMOOT. Noj; but the prices of the goods of 1919 are
quite different from those of to-day.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. I see from the census report that the
labor in the glove industry at that time amounted to about
£6,000,000 out of a product of $28,000,000.

Mr., SMOOT. That is the percentage of the labor in the
goods. :

Mr. HITCHCOCK. What is this tariff to protect against?
Is it to protect against the difference in the cost of labor?

Mr. SMOOT. Partly. For instance, I think wages here are
ten times the wages they are paying in Germany to-day in this
industry on the basis of the gold mark.

Mr, HITCHCOCK, The other day I introduced some figures
which showed that the increases in the wages of the German
laborer have been rapid during the last year and a half, and are
still going on, so that the cost of production is increasing there.
In the case of gloves such as we have seen exhibited here, what
percentage is the labor cost of the total cost of the glove, accord-
ing to the committee’s information? 3

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think the commitiee have found the
exact labor costs. In fact, I am quite sure I do not know it. I
have a report here which pretends to show the difference.

Mr, HITCHCOCEK. If we can depend on the census reports
at all it amounts to only about 25 per cent. Here is a tariff of
over 100 per cent proposed.

Mr. WADSWORTIIL The Senator from Ohio put the figures
as to labor in the Recorp the other day, both as to Germany and
the United States.

Mr., CALDER., I have indicated the labor cost in America,
fixing the cost of manufacturing a dozen pairs at $5.65 and the
labor cost $1.82,

Mr. POMERENE, The figures I gave were for 1921.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. What is the percentage of labor cost in
the manufacture of the gloves? .

Mr. SMOOT. It is about 33 per cent.

Mr. CALDER. Thirty-eight per cent, according to the figures
submitted by the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. How can they demand 100 per cent pro-
tection when the total cost of the labor is only 38 per cent the
total cost?

Mr. CALDER. The figures submitted by the Senator from
Ohio would indicate that it would cost $2.48 more to manufac-
ture a dozen pairs of gloves in this country than in Germany,
without profit to either side.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. It is claimed that this tariff is necessary
in order to compensate for the difference in the cost of labor in
the two countries, but the total cost of labor is only 38 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. That is on the American price, not the foreign
price. That makes all the difference in the world.

Mr., HITCHCOCK. If the total cost of labor is only 38 per
cent, what is the difference between the German cost and the
American cost? It can not be 105 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. It could be more than the 105 per ecent, con-
sidering the difference in the selling prices of the goods in this
country and in Germany. That depends on the cost of making
the goods in this country and the cost of making them in Ger-
many. There is no doubt but what wages in the United States
in this industry are ten times what they are in Germany, or an
increase of a thousand per cent., There is no doubt about
that.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Does the Senator assert that the cost in
this country is ten times as much as in Germany?

Mr. SMOOT. I gay that the wage cost is ten times in this
country what it is in Germany.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. The Senator surely can not seriously
congider a statement of that sort. It is impossible.

Mr., SMOOT. I have a report from our Department of Com-
merce which will substantiate that, and even more than that,
if the wages in this country remain what they have been in the
past few years.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I do not see how the Senator could pos-
sibly justify such an extravagant statement as that.

Mr, SMOOT, I do not make it upon my own knowledge. I
make it upon a statement prepared and submitted by the De-
partment of Commerce of the United States.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. What is the cost of this glove the Sena-
tor is speaking of, in which the labor cost is 38 per cent?

Mr. CALDER. According to the figures submitted by the
Senator from Ohio, the cost of manufacturing a dozen gloves
in this country is $5.65 as against $3.17 in Germany. May I
add, for the information of the Senator from Nebraska, that
the other day when in New York I discussed the question of
wage costs in Germany in this country with Mr. Dodge, presi-
dent of the Mergenthaler Linotype Co., which has a factory in
Brooklyn, and which also has a factory in England, and one
in Berlin. He does not ask for any duty—in fact, we do not
give any—because he manufactures in Europe all that is de-
manded in Europe. He told me that to his machinists in Berlin
he was paying $4 a week as against $34 a week for the men
doing the same kind and amount of work in Brooklyn.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Mr. Dodge in that case must have had
some very extraordinary figures. It is very definitely known
that the purchasing power of the mark is twice as much as
the value of the mark in the international exchange. Of
course I admit that ithe German laborer heretofore has been
working for extraordinary low pay, because of the great sub-
sidies which the German Government has been paying labor;
but about a year ago the German Government began to with-
draw those subsidies, and the wages of German labor have
advanced until at the 1st of July they were twenty-eight times,
in German money, what they were before the war, and they
are still going up. American wages, as we know, are coming
down.

Mr. CALDER. The wage rate I have given is as of the month
of June of this year.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. They are impossible figures.

Mr. CALDER. On the gold basis.

Mr. SMOOQT. Mr. President, I want to say fto the Senator
from Nebraska that the wages reported by the Department of
Commerce were such that I did not want to use the figures, nor
do I want to now, until they are rechecked. I could hardly be-
lieve them. But when I do get them rechecked I want the
American people to know what they are.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator perhaps recalls that the other
day I introduced a report from the Department of Commerce
showing the German wages, how they had been increased there
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in three or four months; untill they are now up to twenty-eight
times,; i German money, what they were before the war.

Mr. SMOOT. In German money?'

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Yes

Mr. SMOOT. But I am figuring everything upon a gold basis,
and'my request of ‘the Department of Commerce was:to give me
figures-on a gold basis:. I do not want to use the figures: I got
from them until they have been rechecked, because they: are
almost unbelievable,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. T think they are entirely unbelievable;

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator from Nebraska
that the wages here are more than ten times as great as those
paid in Germany.

Mr. HITCHCOCK., Mr. President, I took some pains the
other day to show the change going on in Germany with rela-
tion to the pay of labor, and the figures I gave were from the
Department of Commerce. Most of those figures showed that,
beginning a year or more ago, the pay of German labor, in Ger-
man money, has been rising steadily and rapidly.
it had not risen as fast as the international value of the Ger-
man mark had fallen, but I showed it had been multiplied
twenty-eight times in one year. I also showed: that the German
mark has a much greater purchasing power in Germany,; prob-
ably twice that which it has in international exchange, so that
German labor for that reason has been kept reasonably quiet.
But I showed also that Germany has been paying great sub-
sidies to labor to keep the wages of labor down.

In the first place, it has been compelling the landlords-in the
cities to refrain from increasing their rents. So that the
German laborer heretofore has been paying out for rent only 2
per cent’ of his income instead of 20 per cent, as he did before
the war. But that can not last any longer. Landlords are
beeoming bankrupt, and that plan has to be abandoned. -

The German Government has been paying to the German
laborer a subsidy called the bread ration. It has been com-
mandeering 20 per cent of the wheat raised on German farms
and putting it into bread and selling it to the laborer at one-
half its cost. It has been importing wheat from other countries
and putting it into the bread ration and selling it to the Ger-
man laborer at one-half its cost. But a few months ago Ger-
many had ta cut that subsidy in two, and undoubtedly will
wipe it out altogether. Germany has been paying a subsidy
to labor by prohibiting the public utilities in the various cities,
which furnish gas, run street cars, furnish electrie light and
water, from raising their rates. So that the German laborer
has been getting all those services practically as he got them
before the war, and therefore has had a reduced cost of
* living.

In order to compensate the German municipalities for the
great subsidy to labor, the German Government has been
paying to those communities vast sums of money, 400,000,000
marks to Berlin in one year and 400,000,000 marks to Hamburg
in one year, for instance. The result of the German Govern-
ment paying those great subsidies to labor through the
municipalities has been to create a great deficit in the German
budget, and Germany now has been compelled’ to abandon the
plan because the other countries in Europe, creditors of Ger-
many, have been demanding that the budget be balanced. T
have shown those figures for the purpose of indicating that
German labor is bound to have increased wages, and that
wages are increasing at the present time, whereas we kKnow
in the United States that the wages of all classes of labor are
being constantly depressed.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President——

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I yield to the Senator from Ohio.

My, POMERENE. I have an issue of the Daily, News Record
of Tuesday, June 27, 1922, containing a very interesting article
in it from Chemnitz, where most of these gloves are manu-
factured. If the Senator will permit me, I gshould like to read
just a paragraph to support what the Senator has been saying

Mr, HITCHCOCK. I shall be glad to have the Senator do so.

Mr. POMERENHE. The paragraph to,which I refer reads as
follows :

The fabric an t glove ind f Chemnitz. is al nfuua
to b«e-eln - b?ut “:layk'nj altho veh thgre’tr{og. some of thesmrb?rg! still have
an, appreciable volume of business on. hand left over from the early
months of this year. However, scarcely any new orders are ceming
to these factories, and it is deeclared business is now: as bad as it ever
was before or threatens. to be in the near future. Prices for Chemnitz-
made fabric gloves have gone up. by 30 per cent within this year, and
further® increases have been prevented, so the mapufacturers say; by
the realization that there has to be a limit,somewhere evem if the
workers know none. High wages are declared to be mainly, responsible
for the dullness, but the underlyim{nmson can readily be assumed to
ba the fact that both forei and inland consumers and customers. of
' the Chemnite factories. co r. the present. prices toe: high, saying the

profits made by the manufacturers are excessive. Such charges ars,

I admitted:

of course; indignantly - chief
high eost of. raw; m’&’fé‘"‘“"f mmda a m?b}' é‘a’ﬂii Egh.
expenses, which are still do{nx, thelr utmost to drive prices skyward.

I quote: this. as indicating that prices of German-made gpods
are constantly advancing, and for that very reason there:is not:
the neeessity now for the high duties that there was last year.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does: the: Senator from:
Nebraske yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr; HITCHCOCK. I yield.

Mr. SMOOT. The statement just read by the Senator from
Ohio demonstrates conclusively that notwithstanding the raises
in price that he speaks of, the prices of to-day have closed all
of the plants of the manufacturers in the United. States: who:
manufacture this class of gloves. They are making no gloves.
Their factories are closed. Even with the advance of prices they
are closed. I do not understand the article, I will say to. the
Senator from Ohio, beeause I know that German manufacturers
have canceled numerous orders: which had been taken and re-
fuse to fill them: I refer to orders for:gloves and other cotton

goods,

Mr. POMERENE. I did not read the entire article, but it
gives a possible explanation in that the very high rates of duty
are threatened, and they are afraid they can not produce the
gloves so as to get them over here before the higher rates go
into effect. That is one reason.

Mr, SMOOT. That may be a kind of advertisement.. The
Senator from Nebraska said, as I understood him, that wages
had increased twenty-eight times over and above the wages paid
before the war.

Mr. HITCHCOCE. As of the 1st of July.

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator know how much the mark
has decreased?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Yes; it is about twice that.

Mr. SMOOT. Twice. If the mark were worth onefifth of. &
cent, it would be one hundred and nineteen times. It is worth
eighteen-hundredths of a cent. That was the last quotation.
But suppose it is twenty one-bundredths: of a cent, or one:
fifth of & cent, remembering that the mark before the war was
worth 23.80 cents, that would be & deerease: of one hundred
and nineteen times.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I have admitted' frankly
that the value of the mark has gone down more rapidly than
the wages of the German: laborer have risen, but we all know
that there is an end to that and they have reached it now:
There is great distress in Germany to-day as to how they can
stimulate their export trade, because without a great export
trade the payment of indemmities. is: utterly impossible; It is
the only way they can secure gold. For that reason the Ger-
man Government have been making desperate efforts to stimus
late their export trade.

The other day the Senator from: Massachusetts: [Mr. Warsu]}
placed in the REcorp some figures: which showed, as the fizures
which I put in the Recorp showed, that in spite of the: efforts
of the German Government, through giving subsidies: to manu-
facturers and subsidies to labor, the German export trade is
only one-third of what it was before the war: So the German
export trade is not a menace either to the United States or to
any other country, notwithstanding the:low price: of the Ger-
man mark. The fact is that with the very low price of the
mark which Germany has to-day it is:almost impossible for
the German producer to buy raw materials in foreign countries,
Cotton; which the German must buy either from the United
States or from  Egypt, has to be paid for-in this miserably low
mark that has gone down almost to the vanishing point, which
means a tremendous increase in the cost of the raw material,

The very fact that the German export trade to-day is only
one-third what it was before the war; after-all this stimulation
of two years and after the payment of’ all the subsidies to the
railroads and others, is. proof positive that there is no danger
from German competition now any more than at any other
time: Our imports: from Germany to-day are only one-fourth
of our exports to Germany. Our imports from Germany to-day
are only one-half what they were before. To say that this
indicates any danger to the United States is, to my mind, utter
nonsense, inexcusable, and can not be backed by any statisties
whatever.

I am not saying that there may mot be certain industries
upon. which Germany may now be making some attack in an
effort to sell goods in competition in this ceuntry, but even in
this case the idea. of saying to American women, “ You need
20,000,000" pairs: of gloves a year, gloves that have been selling
to American stores at from 50 cents to a deollar a. pair; but' we
are going to raise: the tariff from 85 per cent to over 100 per
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cent,” is to say something which is utterly inexcusable. Even
the propagation of a glove industry at Gloyersville or anywhere
else, employing a few hundred people, does not justify that tax
upon the women of the Nation, women who are compelled to
buy gloves and who have been buying the cheap gloves. Some
of the gloves exhibited here have run up over a dollar a pair,
and they are bought by the masses of American people who
buy in the stores at 50 cents a pair. To put on those gloves a
tariff of over 100 per cent is to my mind utterly inexcusable.

Mr. CALDER. But we do not do that. The rate on cheap
gloves—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Chair desires to remind
Senators that we have a rule in the Senate which requires a
Senator, who desires.to interrupt another who is speaking, to
address the Chair and be recognized before the interruption
takes place.

Mr. McCUMBER. My, President, may I also suggest that
we have another rule providing that no Senator shall speak on
the same subject more than twice in the same day. We have
had a general discussion back and forth here about a dozen
times between Senators. We ought to allow a Senator to finish
his remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I yield.

Mr. CALDER. I merely desire to interrupt the Senator, if
he will pardon me for doing so, to say that the cheap glove
selling for 50 cents is not being increased over 100 per cent
in the matter of tariff rates.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. But I understand they are being in-
creased. I have just been informed by an expert that the cheap
50-cent glove is subject to a tariff of $2.50 a dozen, and it sells
for something less than $2.50 a dozen.

Mr. CALDER. I have submitted gloves purchased in Wash-
ington that sell for $1 a pair. That glove will have the high
rate. The cheaper gloves will earry a much lower rate.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have not the amendment before me, but
I am told that the wholesale price of the glove is $4 a dozen,
and it sells in the American stores at 50 cents a pair, and is
subject to a tariff of $2.50 a dozen.

Mr, SMOOT. The Senator has the wrong glove, He is re-
ferring to the $2.10 per dozen glove.
Mr., HITCHCOCK. I will read the figures. The regular

11-inch chamoisette glove, made of 80s yarnm, invoiced at $2.10,
jmported to wholesaler at $4 a dozen, retails in Washington
stores at 50 cents a pair. The committee proposes to add to
that glove a tariff duty of over 100 per cent. The amendment
of the Senator from Wiscongin [Mr. LeNxroot] would limit that
duty to 75 per cent. Of course, if we can not get anything
better, we ought to take that; but I say such a thing will strike
the American people as perfectly monstrous, no matter what the
effect may be, even if it does give employment to a few hundred
people in the country who might otherwise find more profitable
employment. To tax an article of that sort, which must be
worn by girls earning small wages in our stores and by womeén
of limited means, is, to my mind, a perfectly monstrous outrage,
and is not justified by any theory, even of Republican protection.

Mr. LODGE rose.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Does the Senator desire to interrupt me?

Mr. LODGE. I thought the Senator had concluded.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think perhaps I have. I have expressed
my indignant feelings on the subject in as strong language as
I can. I can not believe that the proposed rate is justified by
any tenet even of the high protectionists of the Republican
Party.

Mr, LODGE. Mr. President, I dislike very much to differ
from the committee on any rate which they propose. I desire
very much to do everything I can for every American industry.
In this case we know the mills are closed. But, Mr, President,
I have listened to the debate with a great deal of care and I
have looked over the figures, and I am entirely unable to find
the comparative labor cost of the gloves in question. I have
heard no proof offered to the effect that it is necessary to
increase the rate provided in the Underwood law, under which
the mills have been closed, to 119 per cent ad valorem in order
that the mills may resume business,

Therefore, Mr, President, it seems to me that it is going very
far in the case of an article which has no, or at least a very slight,
compensatory duty, to impose a duty of 119 per cent. I should
be very reluctant not to vote to sustain any industry of this
kind: but it seems to me that in the present condition 75 per
cent ought to be sufficient to enable the industry again to get
upon its feet, which I particularly desire that it shall do.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, as each member of the
Committee on Finance reserves the right, of course, to cast

his individual vote upon this subject irrespective of the vote
of the committee, I think it not out of place that I should give
my reason for standing by the committee. I am perfectly
willing to base my conclusions upon the figures that have been
furnished by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoumEereNE], figures
which he says he has received from the Tariff Commission
gpon the classes of gloves bearing a rate of duty of $2.50 per
ozen,

We are dealing with the question of the cost of production
at home and abroad, and the Senator from Ohip says that the
American cost iIs $5.65 per dozen and that the foreign cost is
$3.17 per dozen, So there is a difference of $2.48 per dozen,
and the committee had given a rate of duty of $2.50 per dozen ;
in other words, the committee has given 2 cents a dozen more
than appears to be necessary to measure the difference between
the cost of production at home and abroad. The junior Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. LEsgootr] offers an amendment that
the rate of duty shall in no case be greater than 75 per cent
ad valorem., Seventy-five per cent of $3.17, the foreign cost of
one dozen, amounts to $237. Two dollars and thirty-seven
cents added to $3.17 makes $5.54, and $5.54 subtracted from
$5.65 leaves 11 cents per dozen less than the amount necessary
to measure the actual difference in the cost of production at
home and abroad.

I will agree with what has been said to the effect that the
American cost of production will probably decrease and that
the foreign cost of production may possibly be increased. In
fixing the tariff rates on most of the items in the bill we have
made that allowance, and have recommended rates consider-
ably less than what would measure the present difference in
the cost of production, as nearly as we can arrive at it, be-
tween the foreign country and this country: but in this par-
ticular line there is presented a feature somewhat different
from that which is apparent in other cases.

Prior to the World War Germany had the entire American
market; we did not have a *look in" in the American market
in this class of goods. After the war came we developed the
industry and we had the entire market. Now Germany comes
to the front and is,seeking again to dominate the market.

Mr. President, no matter what the conditions may appear to
be upon their face to-day. I can see that there is going to be
a most desperate commercial battle on the part of the country
that but a few years ago had the entire American market
again to gain that market. That being the case, and as the 70
per cent rate under the present basis of prices will lack 11
cents of measuring the difference in the cost of production at
home and abroad, and the rate that we give of $2.50 is only
2 cents in addition, I, as an American, facing what T believe .
will be a battle royal to gain the American market, shall, upon
the chances, cast my vote upon the American side and shall
vote for the duty which the committee recommends,

SEVERAL SENATORs. Vote!

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, before a vote is taken upon
this item, I wish to say a word in response to some suggestions
which have been made by the Senator from New York [Mr.
WapsworTH]. I heard him refer to our being unable now to
manufacture gloves and to the fact that operatives of glove
factories were out of employment. That is no new thing, Mr,
President. When no gloves were coming in at all from Ger-
many, the deflation policy of the Federal Reserve Board closed
the factories. Senators do not want te think about that and
they do not want the people reminded of that. They come with
the old story, which they always spring, that a high protective
tariff is the cure for all industrial ills.

I can tell the Senator why the glove factories are closed. The
people who used to wear gloves, who under a Democratic ad-
ministration had money with which to buy gloves, patronized
the glove factories of the United States; the glove manufactur-
ing business was prosperous; there was nothing the matter
with it then, for there were sold all the gloves which were manu-
factured ; but when the purchasing power of the men and women
of the country was destroyed the buying of gloves ceased. The
merchant in every locality in the land. wired to the wholesaler,
“ Cancel the order for gloves that I have sent you " ; and when
those orders were canceled the wholesale merchant went to the
glove manufacturer and said, “ Cancel my orders,” and then the
manufacturer of gloves said, * The factory must close.” So,
under a deflation drive in the interest of Wuall Street and de-
signed to make it millions and hundreds of millions, operatives
in the glove factories were turned into the streets, as were hun-
dreds and thonsands of other men and women in Ameriea. That
is what is the matter with the glove industry in America and
many other industries.

Mr, President, the men down In my section who under the®
Wilson administration had enjoyed prosperity, and the men i,
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the West who had enjoyed prosperity and who shared that|

prosperity with the manufacturers of the East, had their prop-
erty swept away, their property values destroyed by the millions
and hundreds of millions of dollars, and their debt paying and
purchasing power also destroyed. They could not buy; and the
evil effects of this desperate deflation drive in the South and
West have been reflected in the manufacturing centers of the
East, That is what is the matter. i

Not only that, Mr. President, but as the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York was pleading for protection for the glove
makers of his State I thought of the farmer who had incurred
debts in the spring of 1920. At that time he had plenty of
material about him in the way of farm products and cattle to
discharge those debts or pay them off and start anew with a
clean bill of health, but when that deflation policy struck him
and ruined his property values it destroyed his debt-paying
power. He took what he had and paid one-fifth of what the
stuff would originally sell for and left debts hanging over him
which will take four years more to discharge, Yet Senators
wonder why there is bolshevism in America to-day and such
a spirit of unrest as has not stirred this Government in 50

ears,

y What is the farmer going to do? The Republican majority
are not doing anything to restore his purchasing power; they
are not doing anything to restore his debt-paying power: but
they are undertaking to increase his taxes for the benefit of
the glove makers of the East. That is what they are doing,
They are going to put profits into the pockets of rthe glove
makers by the exercise of the taxing power. They will per-
mit the deadly deflation power that wrought that ruin in the
South and West to sit here in this Capitol and flourish under
their very eves, and none of them will dare to open their mouths
against it. Then Senators on the other side wonder why it is
that the masses of the people are repudiating them and their
party every time they get an opportunity. If they are intel-
ligent human beings they will repudiate the conduct of the
Republican majority. Do you think, Mr, President, they will
submit to being held up and robbed and then rise up and smile
and continue to vote to keep you in power?

It makes me sad to see the taxing power of my Government
invoked to wring money out of the slender purses of people
unable to pay it in order to put profits in the pockets of the
manufacturers of the East. I plead for a fair deal for the rank
and file of the men and women of America, and, Senators, we
are going to have it as soon as the people have the opportunity
to be heard again at the polls.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., The question is on the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
LexrooT] to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah
fMr. Smoor] on behalf of the committee, the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin being to limit to 75 per cent the
rates of duty provided in paragraph 914, The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The Secretary will call the roll.

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll,

Mr. CALDER (when his name was called), T liave a pair
with the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris]. I trans-
fer that pair to the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Stax-
¥iern] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. DIAL (when his name was called). I have a pair with
the Senator from Michigan [Mr, TowxseENDp], which I trans-
fer to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, Gerry] and vote
L m_"

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the Senator from Alabama [Mr., UNvERwWoOOD]. As on
thix question he would vote as I intend to vote, I consider my-
self released from my pair and will vote, I vote * yea.”

Mr. ROBINSON (when his name was called). I transfer
my pair with the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. SurTHER-
nAXD] to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. REEp] and will vote,
I vote ' yen.”

Mr. WALSH of Montana (when his name was called), I
transfer my pair with the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
FRELINGHTUYSEN] to my colleague [Mr, MyeErs] and will vote.
1 vote “yea.

The roll call was concluded. !

Mr, HALE. I transfer my palr with the senior Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] to the junior Senator from
Washington [Mr. PorxpExTer] and will vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. NEW. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr, McKernar] to the junior Senator from Vermont
[Mr, Pace] and will vote. I vote * yea.”

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I transfer my general pair with
the Senator from Maine [Mr. FErxarp] fto the Senutor from
Nevada [Mr. Prrraan] and will vote, I vote * yea.”

XLIT—661

Mr. JONES of Washington (after having voted in the affirma-
tive). I understand that the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Swansox] has not voted. He is necessarily absent. I am
paired with him for the afternoon. I understand that if pres-
ent he would vore as I have voted, and therefore I will allow
my vote to stand.

Mr. SMITH. I inquire if the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. StErLING] has voted?

+ The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He has not.

Mr. SMITH. I transfer my general pair with that Senator
to the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UnpERwoon] and will vote,
I vote * yea.”

Mr. CURTIS.
ing pairs:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Barr] with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] ;

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr] with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. TRaMMELL] : )

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DirringHEAM] with the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr, Grass]: g

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Evce] with the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. OweN];

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ergixs] with the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr, Hagrisox] ; and

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warsox] with the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Witriams].

The result was announced—yeas 38, nays 17, as follows:

I have been requested to announce the follow-

YEAS—38.
Ashurst Jones, N. Mex. Moses Eheppard
Borah Jones, Wash, Nelson £ mons
Capper Kello New Sunth
Caraway Kendrivk Newberry Stanley
Cummins Keyes Overman Walsh, Mass,
1 King Phipps Walsh, Mont,
Hale Ladd Pomerene Warren
Harreld Lenroot Ransdell Willis
Heflin l.od!e Rawson
Hiteheock MeCormick Robinson
NAYS—17.
Brandegee Curtis McLean Epencer
Broussard Ernst Mc¢Nary Wadsworth
Bursum Gooding Oddie
Calder Johnson Pepper
Cameron MeCumber Smoot
NOT VOTING—41,
Ball Frelinghuysen Norris Swanson
Colt FerTy wen Townsend
Crow Glass Page Trammell
Cualberson Harris Pittman Underwood
Dillinghawm Harrison Poindexter Watson, Ga,
du Pont La Follette Reed Watson, Tnd.
Edge McKellar Shields Weller
Elkins MeKinley Shortridge Willlams
Fernald Myers Stanfield
Fletcher Nicholson Sterlin,
France Norbeck Suther!i;.nd

So Mr. Lexroor’s amendment to the amendment of the com-
mittee was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is upon
agreeing to the committee amendment as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was agreed to.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I should like to return now to
the hemp schiedule, and get at least one vote upon it to-night.
The pending amendment is on page 132, line 3.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., The amendment will be
stated.

The Reapixe Crerk. On page 132, line 3, the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. RoBiNsoN] proposes to strike out * 4 cents ™ and
to insert in lieu thereof “1 cent.”

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr, President, I do not desire to detain
the Senate for a prolonged further discussion of this amend-
ment. On yesterday and the day before it was pretty fully dis-
cussed. It has been shown during the course of the debate that
attempts fo create and maintain a hemp-producing industry in
the United States have heretofore proved futile, and probably
will now prove futile,

The subject of hemp growing is discussed by James Lane
Allen in one of his romances, The Reign of Law. It is an
interesting, a fascinating discussion of thie subject which was
entered info somewhat in detail by the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. STANTEY]. Mr. Allen in that book portrays the origin of
the industry in Kentucky and the diflicult labor required in all
of the stages of the growth of hemp. He concludes with a
statement that I think is quite significant, and I am going to
read it, and then submit the case to the judgment of the Senate,

He says:

With the Civil War began the long decline, lasting still.

He had already discussed the character of the labor. and
shown that it was performed in large part by black men,
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Continuing : ll\‘“m Newberry Phipps Wadsworth
The record stands that throughout the one hundred and twenty-fives N:l:on (P)tldja' Smoot Warren:
odd years elapsing from the entranee of the Angle-Saxon farmers into €pper Spencer ‘Willis
the wilderness down to the present time, a few counties of Kentucky NOT VOTING—48,
have furnished the Army and Navy, the entire country, with all but a
small of the native hemp consumed. Little, comparatively, is | Ball Gerry Norbeck Sterlin
cultivated in Kentucky now. iI"l:e traveler may see it here and | Golt Glass Noorris: - Sutherland
there, crowning those ever-remewing, self-renewing, inexhaustible fields, | Crow Harris Owen Bwinson
Eut the time can not be far distant when the industry there will haye | Culberson Harrison Page Townsend
become extinet. Its place in the Nation's markets: will be still further D“gnshﬂm Jones, Wash, Pittman Trammell
taken by metals, by other fibers, by finer varieties of the same fiber, by %‘(‘t ont La Follette Poindexter Underw
the same variety cultivated in soils less valuable. The history of it muﬁe McCormick Ransdell atson, Ga
in Eentucky will be ended, and, being ended, lost. Hernoia gglég!li; gﬁﬁds \j'?:mn Ind.
That prophecy respecting the hemp industry already has heen ﬂetcher ﬁcr..au hortridge
; - ance ers Btanfield
almost completely fulfiled. The reports available for the Sen L D 3 I aate _

ate show that Kentueky now produces less than one-third of the
hemp grown in the United States, the State of Wisconsin pro-
ducing almost two-thirds. It is a useless effort to impose a
high tariff upon this product, when the history of the industry
shows that it is not an American indystry, that it is one that
can not be successfully maintained under labor conditions pre-
vailing in the United States.

I ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll

Mr. DIAL. (when his name was called). Making the same
announcement as on the former ballot as fo my pair and its
transfer; I vote “ yea.”

Mr, HALE (when his name was called), Making thé same
announcement as before, I vote “ nay.”

Mr, JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called).
Making the same announcement as on the previous vote as
to the transfer of my pair, I vote “ yea.”

Mr. JONES of Washington (when his name was called).
The senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson] is neces-
sarily absent., I am paired with him for the afternoon, and
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). Transferring my
pair with the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] to the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Werter], I vote “nay.”

Mr. NEW (when his name was called). Again transferring
my pair as on the preceding ballot, I vote “ nay.”

Mr. ROBINSON (when his name was called). Announcing
the same pair and transfer as om the previous vote, I vote
. _"Eﬂ-"

Mr. SMITH (when his name wag called). I have a general
pair with the Senator fram South Dakofa [Mr. STERLING],
which I transfer to the Senator from Texas [Mr. CULBERSON],
and vote “yea.”

Mr:. WALSH of Montana (when his name was called).
Transferring my pair as announced on the last rell call, I vote
w“ yeﬁ."

The roll call was concluded.

Mr, CURTIS. 1 desire to announce the following pairs:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BarLr] with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] ;

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr] with the Senator
from Florida [Mr, TRAMMELL] ;

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELgixs] with the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. HarrisoN] ; \

The Senator from Vermont [Mr, DorixcEAM] with the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass];

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epce] with the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr., Owexn]; and

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. WarsonN] with the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Winriams],

Mr. CALDER. Making the same announcement as before,
I vote “nay.”

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the negative). I have a
general pair with the senior Senator from Kentueky [Mr.
STANLEY], which I transfer to the senior Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Fraxce], and allow my vote to stand.

Mr. CARAWAY (after having voted in the affirmative). I
transfer my general pair with the junior Senator from Illinois
[Mr. McKINLEY] to the junior Senator frem. Georgia [Mr,
‘Warson] and allow my vote to stand.

The result was announced—yeas 18, nays 32, as follows:

YHAS—18,
Ashurst Heflin Pomerena: Smith
Borah Hitcheock w50n Walsh, Mass,
gnrawgs ;Fctimes. N. Mex, gghlnson Walsh, Mont,

O mm n mm
“ Dial ()vef‘mu o

NAYS—32,
Brandegee Capper Harreld" Lada
Broussard Curtis: Johnson Lenroot
Bursum Ernst Kello
Calder Gooding Hendrick M
Cameron Hale Keyes McNary -

S0 Mr. RoBrvsoN’s amendment to the amendment of the com-
mittee was rejected., g

Mr; McCUMBER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that when the Senate closes its session on this calendar day it

 recess until to-morrow at 11 o’clock.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is: there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment proposed by the committee,

The amendment was agreed to,

Mr. SMOOT. The next amendment is in paragraph 1002.
I do not think it will lead to very much discussion.

Afr. ROBINSON. No; I think we ought to dispose of that
paragraph this afternoon.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 1002, page 132, line 5,
to strike out “13” and insert “ 25" so as to make the para-
graph read:

PAR. 1002, Sliver and roving, of fl h "
fiber, not speecially provided rg'r, 25 g’: e:!:tp ad

Mr. ROBINSON. I propose an amendment to the committee
amendment as follows, to strike  out ‘“25" and insert in lien
thmot- “ 15-"

This paragraph is not of great importance, but there is
nothing in the information which has been available for my
study of the subjeet to justify the inerease which the committee
proposes. The rate under the Payne-Aldrich' law was 35 per
cent. The present rate under the Underwood law is 15 per cent,
the rate which T propose.

It is a singnlar fact that on the average importations under
the Underwood law were less than the importations under the
Payne-Aldrich law. The importations under this paragraph are
very slight, but there is no cireumstance witliin my knowledge
which justifies making importations more diffienlt.

The United States does not produce this product in any con-
siderable quantity, although it can be grown on some of our soil.
For the same reason that the hemp and flax-fiber industry has
been diminishing, the ramie-producing industry in the United
States has never been prosecuted to' any considerable extent,
It is a very valuable and useful commodity, and! I think impor-
tations and the use of it should not be prohibited, as would
probably be the effect of the committee amendment.

Mr. BI_E;IITH‘ This is net a' stalk out of which binding twine
is made?

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; that is sisal. This is ramie and
hempen flax.

Mr: ROBINSON, This product is susceptible of a very high
polish, and is used in the manufacture of linens amd mate-
rials closely related.

Mr. STANLEY. Hemp makes an ideal binding twine, on
account of its withstanding water; but the reason that the
binding twine is made of these other substances is because they
are cheaper.

Mr. ROBINSON. The ramie is too rare and valuable a
product, and too difficult to manufacture, to justify its use for
that purpose, although, as stated by the Senator from Kentucky,
botlr hemp and ramie could be used for making binding twine
if they were not so expensive and difficult to obtain.

Mr; STANLEY. Senator Bradley some years ago made a
very elaborate argument on the floor of the Senate urging a
duty on jute buits; claiming that the jute butts were used ex-
tensively for binding. Is that still the case?

Mr, SMOOT. T do npt think it is.

Mr. STANLEY. I do not find it so stated in the tariff

.or other vegetahle
valorem..

reports.

Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. President, this product will never be
grown to any great extent in the United States. It is useful
and it is necessary, and I think the importation of it should
not be prohibited, as may be the effect of this increased’ duty,
although, as I have already stated, the production is constantly
diminishing,, notwithstanding the very low rate of duty now
imposed. I think, as a matter of fact, putting it upon the
free list would be justified. Inasmuch as the present rate is
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15 per cent, I propose that rate in lieu of the committee amend-
ment.

I will insert in the Recorp Table No. 9, on page 43 of the
Tariff Information Survey, relating to yarns, threads, and
cordage of vegetable fibers other than cotton.

I will also ask to have inserted in the REecorp a statemeng
in the same report, on pages 36 and 37. I have marked the
portion of the report which I desire to incorporate.

With this statement I am willing to submit the matter to a
vote. i

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Rrcorp, as follows:

TABLE 9.—Ramie sliver or roving.

& Valueper Actualand

Fiscalyear. © |Rateofduty.| Q8% | vaine, | DUty | 'ppitof | Computed

tity. collected Vi
quantity Skie:

Pounds. Per cent.
1910 ... d5percent..{........| 84,440 35, 00
L8 I e e e Ot [y 38,435 35.00
F L RO P i) T [ S e S 60, 263 35,00
R R e | Sl M e AR 15, 764 45. 00
g [ % Rt Py 2,069 724, 35. 00
19147 4,638 695, 15.00
L TP U TI Fries B, 194 229, 15,00
1916 7,807 0. 15.00
1017 4,041 606, -, = 15,00
1918 273 A RS 1&&
1919 ,000 367 55, 05 $0. 367 15,00
1620 5,205 | 5,438 815.70 1. (M5 15. 00

1 Aug.6toJune30, 1910. *July1toOct.3,1913, * Oct. 4, 1913, to June 30,1814
L] - L] - L - L]

Recapitulation : The following facts, therefore, should be kept in
mind in connectlon with imporis of all classes of flax, hemp, and
" ramie yarns: g) The total guantity imported is normally mot over
2,500,000 pounds, or perbaps 15 per cent of our total consumption ;
%) this is composed chiefly of coarse and medium counts, the bulk of
it not finer than 40 lea; (3) counts finer than 40 lea are not produced
in considerable amounts In the United States and Imports of it are,
in the main, noncompetitive ; {4) reduction of the average duty on
all classes from approximately 40 per cent ad valorem to nggut lg per
cent by the act of 1913 had little effect either upon total imports or
upon aniy particular class, although the changed classification creates
& deceptive fluctuation as regards coarse and medium leas.

It would seem, therefore, that imports were larfe aupflemenhry to
domestic production. Manufacturers, becanse o ifficult conditions
have not found it profitable to extend production too close to the total
amount of domestic consumption where risks of loss from varying de-
mand are most felt,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree-
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas to the
committee amendment,

The amendment to the amendment was rejected,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I understand the Senator from North
Dakota does not propose to go any further with the bill to-
night.

Mr. McCUMBER. No; a brief executive session is desired.

SBOUTHERN PACIFIC-CENTRAL PACIFIC,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I present resolutions adopted by the
chambers of commerce of Omaha, Lincoln, Kearney, Sidney,
North Platte, Scottsbluff, and Beatrice, and the Livestock Ex-
change of Omaha, all in the State of Nebraska. I ask that
the resolutions of the Omaha Chamber of Commerce and the
Lincoln Chamber of Commerce be printed in the Recorp and
that all the resolutions be referred to the Committee on In-
terstate Commerce. I will state that these resolutions relate
to the decision of the Supreme Court divorcing the Southern
Pacific Railroad from the Central Pacific and protesting against
any action of Congress calculated to nullify that decision.

There being no objection, the resolutions were referred to
the Committee on Interstate Commerce, and those indicated
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

OMAHA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.

On June 27, 1922, the Omaha Chamber of Commerce - unanimously
adopted the following resolution :

‘“'Whereas our city and the busimess interests of our entire Btate
are vitally affected by any movement or influence which would ad-
versely affect the income of Nebraska railroads on through or trans-
continental freight shipments, and which would tend to increase or
- justl‘f‘! higher rates on shi}:ments originating in Nebraska ; and .

“ Whereas the control of the Central Pacific Railroad by the South-
ern Pacific Railrond has heretofore and for a number of years re-
sulted in the diversion of oriental and Pacific coast tonnage destined
for eastern markets, from the shorter and direct route through the
Ogden gateway to the longer baul over the SBouthern Pacific through
New Orleans and to the- Atlantic coast over that company's lines,
thus depriving the Nebraska railroads of the natural and proper in-
come which they should receive on east and west bound transconti-
nental freights; and

* Whereas in a recent decision the United States Supreme Court
has decided and held that the ownership and control of the Central
Pacific Railroad by the Houthern Pacific Co. is against the public in-

terest and eontnl;y to the laws forbidding monopolization and stifling
of competition in interstate traffic; and

*“ Whereas it has come to the notice and attention of this body that
a movement is now belng organized and promoted to Induce and in-
fluence the Congress of the United States to pass laws which would
n the recent decision of our highest court, and to influence the
Interstate Commerce Com on to take such action as would have
the effect to also nullify the said court decision: Now, therefore, be it

“ Resolved, That it is the sensa and desire of the Omaha Chamber
of Commerce that the just and proper effect of the decision of the
Supreme Court of the United States forbldding unlawful and harmful
combinations in interstate commerce be sustained, upheld, and given
effect ; and be it further

“ Resolved, That our Senators and Members of Congress be re-
uested to oppose the enactment of any laws which may nullify the
orce and ect of the said decision of the Supreme Court of the
United States; and be it further

** Regolved, That the Interstate Commerce Commission be also re-
quested to refuse its sanction or approval of any order or act which
would nullify the effect of the sald decision.”

LINCOLN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,

Resolutions adopted by the Lincoln Chamber of Commerce, July 7, 1922,

‘Whereas it has been btotht to the attention of this body that there
is belng promoted a determined effort to influence the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to nullify the effect of the recent decision of the
United States Supreme Court declaring that the control and owner-
ghip by the Southern Pacific Rallroad Co. of the Central Pacific Rail-
road Co. is held to be against publle interest and constitutes a combi-
g:.t.lon in restraint of trade and tends to monopolization: Therefore

t

Resolved, That It is the sense of the Lincoln Chamber of Commerce
that the decision is just and equitable, based upon a recognized prin-
ciple of economic transportation, and should be upheld and enforced
by the Interstate Commerce Commission; and be it further

Resolved, That our Senators and Members of Congress be requested
to oppose the enactment of any law which may tend to weaken the
force of sald decision of the Supreme Court: and be it further

Resolved, That the Interstate Commerece Commission be also re-
quested to refuse its approval of any order or act that would weaken
the effect of sald decision.

Mr. WARREN. On the same subject as the resolutions pre-
sented to the Senate by the Senator from Nebraska, [ present
resolutions adopted by the Chamber of Commerce of Cheyenue,
Wyo. I ask that the resolutions may be printed in the REcorp—
they are brief—and that they be referred to the Committee on
Interstate Commerce,

There being no objection, thie resolutions were referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be printed
in the REcoRrp, as follows:

CHETENNE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Cheyenne, Wyo.
Resolutions unanimously adopted by the Cheyenne Chamber of Com-
merce, July 11, 1922,
% Whereas the Supreme Court of the United SBtates has found that
“the Central Pacific with its eastern connection at Ogden forms one
reat system of transportation between the East and the West, and the
uthern Pacific with its roads and connectlons forms another greart
transcontinental system of transportation from coast to coast,” and has
also found that the holding of the Central Pacific by the Southern
Pacific constitutes an unlawful monopoly ; and
“ Whereas the officers of the Southern Paeific Co. have announced
that they will endeavor to set aside the decision of the Supreme Court
by congressional action ; and
“ Whereas the full development of interstate traffic through Wyoming
requires that the Central Pacific shall be actively competitive with the
Southern Pacific line from San Francisco via El Paso and New Orleans
to New York: and
“ Whereas it is impossible for Wyoming railroads to reach their full
development or maximum efliciency without having full and hearty co-
operation with connecting lines in securing, ex ting, and caring for
transcontinental traffic; and
“ Whereas Wyoming is entitled to the advantages and fo the many
benefitsa which would result from free competition between the Southern
Pacific southern route and the Central Pacific Ogden gateway route,
and to the increase in size of railroad communities and railroad traffic
which would result therefrom : Now, therefore, be it
4 Resolved, That the Cheyenne Chamber of Commerce recoguizes the
wisdom and justice of the decision of the Supreme Court freeing the
Central Pacific Railroad from the control of the Southern Pacific Co.,
and that the control heretofore exercised diverted many shipments of
freight from its nmatural gateway over the short, direct route, to the
de ent of the shippers and to the detriment of the State of Wyo-
ming ; and be it further
“ Regolved, That the Wyoming Representatives in Congress be urged
to take such action as may be necessary to prevent the passage of any
Ieg!.nlnﬂlnu.which would legalize the Southern Pacific-Central Pacific
monopoly.”
Thg ago e s a true copy of the resolutions which were unanimously
adopted by the Cheyenne Chamber of Commerce on July hl, 1922.
. L. HAVICE,
Pregident Cheyenne Chamber of Commerece.
Altest :

[sEAL.] J. J. SHOWALTER, Secretary.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Semate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 5 minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o'clock
and 5 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously
made, took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, July 21, 1922, at
11 o'clock a. m.
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CONFIRMATIONS.
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 20 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1022.
POSTMASTERS.

HAWAIT,
Arcenio H. Silva, jr., Kahului.
Antone F, Costa, Wailuku,

KANSAS,
Hiram A. Gilmore, Howard.

Clarence W. Sharp, Virgil,
John H. O'Connor, Winfield.

MICHIGAN.
Holger F. Peterson, Grayling.

NEW YORK.
Ruth M. Marlean, Big Moose,
Jay E. Davis, Deansbora.
Charles H. Betts, Lyons.

0HI0.
John W. Switzer, Ohio City.
WEST VIRGINTA,

Katherine BE. Ruttencutter, Parkersburg.
¥lavius E. Strickling, West Union.

SENATE.,
Frioay, July 21, 1922.
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922,)

The: Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
Tecess,
THE EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT—RESFECT FOR LAW.

Mr, JONES of Washington, Mr, President, the thirty-
seventh annual session of the National Editorial Association
was held in Missoula, Mont, on Wednesday, July 19, 1922,
Mr, J. C. Brimblecom, editor of the Newton Graphic, of New-
ton, Mass., is the acting president of the association. In his
address to the association he uttered a sentiment that should
meet with a hearty response in the heart of every man who
loves his country. He urged a course of action that should be
followed not only by every editor in the country but by every
patriotic American. He uttered a sentiment which could well
be the motto to be read by every American at the beginning of
each day's work. I ask that the paragraph which I have
marked may be read by the Secretary.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objeetion, the Sec-
retary will read as requested.

The reading clerk read as follows:

LAWS MUST BE SUPPORTED.

The newugnpem of this wunu'g. particularly the newspapers which
go into the homes of our p plg, ave a great oPpormm at the pres-
ent time to give substantial aid to the cause o order by re-
fusing to publish any of the so- jokes and sneers on the
eighteenth amendment to the Constitution of the United Btates. No
matter what you or 1 may say or think as individuals of the merits or
demerits of gmhibmon, we must never forget that it is the funda-
mental law of the land and is entitled to as much respect as the laws
against murder, th or treason.

For if you and I claim the privilege of violating with impunity the
law regarding intoxicating liquors, we must admit the rights of others
to violate any or all other laws regarding which they may have similar
opinions. Such a condition spells an ¥ 1 less. There must
be no diserimination in the enforcement of law, and every published
joke or sneer regarding prehibition adds just so much tor{he general
unrest w' °h is altogetheér too prevalent in this country. :

The posce strike in Boston in 1919, the terrible outrages which took
place last month in Herrin, Tll., and other exhibitions of the mob

irit in other parts of the coun gshow how woefunlly thin is the

ell of our civilization and clear icate the path of duty of every
editor to his constituency as well as to his country. Massachusetts
coined the phrase " No taxation without representation,” and thereby

inted the way to national independence, and Massachusetts 150 years

ter gave to the country the slogan of " Law and order,” on the sup-
port of which depends our national existence. Let us see to it that we
editors ;!g our full’ duty in upholding that slogan in our respective
communities.

REIMBURSEMENT TO SACRAMENTO, CALIF,

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 9048) to au-
thorize the California Débris Commission to reimburse the
city of Sacramento, Calif,, for money expended by said ecity
in the construction of the Sacramento Weir. There {8 no op-
position to the bill. Its passage is recommended by the Com-
mittee on Claims. The bill reimburses the city of Sacramento,
ont of moneys appropriated for flood control in the Sacramento
River project, for moneys expended by the city under that

law an

flood-cantrol. project at the suggestion and request of the United
States engineers,

Mr. ROBINSON. I think the measure should be taken up
and disposed of. So far as I am concerned, there is no objec-
tion to its present consideration.

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole, and it was read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That from funds appropriated and contributed
for the control of floods on the Sacramento River in pursuance of the
flood' control' act, approved March 1, 1917, the California Débris Com-
mission is hereby authorized to ﬁ! to the city of Sacramento, Calif.
the sum of $181,557.08, as equi e reimbursement of money: expand.ed
gy the said city in the constroction of the weir at the head of the

acramento by-pass leading ioto the Yolo by-pass, such structure being
an essential part of the project adopted by the aforesaid act as set
forth in House Document No. 81, Sixty-second Congress, first session,
as modified by the report of said commission submitted February 8,
1913, nvamved_. h;_ the Chief of E eers of the United States Army
and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and printed in
Rivers and Harbors Committee Document No. §, Bixty-third Congress
first on, s0 far as said plan provides for the rectification an

t of river channels and the comstruction of weirs.
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,

ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
ARCTIC FLIGHT ROUTES.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I ask leave to have printed
in the REcorp a statement by Mr. Edwin Fairfax Naulty con-
cerning the strategical importance to the United States of Arctic
flight routes. The statement is of great historical value and;
I believe, it is reliable. I ask that it may be printed in the
regular Recorp type,

There being no ebjection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp in 8-point type, as follows:

STRATEGICAL IMPORTANCE OF ARrcTic FLigaT RouTEs TO THER UNITED
STaTES,
WasaingTON, D. C,, July 17, 1922,
Hon, JosepE TAYLOR ROBINSON,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

A press dispatch from Ottawa, Canada, dated July 18, 1922,
and printed in the New York Times and other newspapers on
July 14, reads:

CANADA TO OCCUPY ISLANDE—EXPEDITION WILL BSTABLISH TITLE TO
TERHRITORY OPPOSITE GREENLAND.

“ Orrawa, July 18.—A Government expedition will sail soon
on the steamer Aretie for northern waters, to oceupy islands
north of Labrador and facing Greenland, across Davis Straits,
gereby to set at rest all doubt concerning Canada’s title to

en.

“The expedition, to be commanded by J. D. Craig, Interna-
tional Boundary Commission engineer of the interior depart-
ment [of Canada], will remain away until fall.”

To understand the strategical importance of this action on
the part of the Canadian authorities, another press dispatch,
which I incorporated in my letter to you of July 4, 1922, which
was printed in the CoNGrESs10NAL REcorp of July 6, 1922, gshould
be recalled. This dispatch, also from Ottawa, under date of
May 13, 1922, read:

CLAIMS WRANGELL ESLAND—PLANS TO OCCUPY LAND DESPITE AMERICAN
PRIORITY,

“ Orrawa, OxTARIO, May 13, 1922, —The Canadian Government
maintains that Wrangell Island is part of Canadian territory;
the Canadian flag now flies over Wrangell Island, and an expedi-
tion is being prepared to go up there. This is the deeclaration
of the Prime Minister, W. Mackenzie King, when the House of
Commons last night voted $15,000 for patrol of the northern
waters of Canada.

“(@. P. Graham, Minister of Defense, said the amount was
necessary to publish the report of the Stefansson expedition.
Hugh Guthrie, former Minister of Militia, said there was no
doubt that the United States would make claims to Wrangell
Isgland on the ground of previous discovery.”

The Stefansson expedition referred to is the party of three
Americans and one Canadian who were sent in by Stefansson
on the American vessel Silver Wave from Nome in September,
1921, a full account of which, at your request, was printed in
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp of March 22, 1922, And this is the
same Stefansson whose views of the dignity of the United States
Senate are set forth in a paragraph, print»d under the heading
“Theyre Human,” by William Atherton Dupuy, in the Wash- -
ington Times of Marech 11, 1922, which read:

“Vihjalmur Stefansson, the Arctic explorer, was down in
Washington not long ago, and got talking with former Senator
Joseph: Bailey, of Texas. -

“‘Are you considering any further trips to the north?’ Mr.
Bailey asked.

“*Yes, said the explorer.
drift into the Arctic.’

‘I am laying plans for a five-year
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